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ERRATA,    VOL.  II. 
if.  B.  (S)  fignifiesyro/w  ibe  bottom  of  the  pojgi. 

Page    55,  line  4,  {h\)  for  Baroea  read  Beroea 

— «—  324,  Liae  iS,  after  eternally  exited*  read  wai  alwajt  prt« 

fent  with  the  pious  through  all  their  particular  geaerf* 

tions.  although  fecretly;  with  tfaofe,  &c» 
■         539,  line  4,  (^)  after  £une  in/ert  time 
'  ■     '  378,  line  t,  for  caf(»  read  caufe 

■  403,  line  19*  for  Unitarian  read  unknown 
— — *  436,  line  z8,  for  pradliTed  read  preached. 

REFERENCES, 

Page    13,  note  * ,  for  u%firav  read  avrttv 

—  a4,  note*,  — S^9*     — -5*i»&c. 
.  45,  — *»  line  ^,  yvnvtai 

m  53, 1     '     *♦♦,  ffad  herefiar.  hes 

.«««    8p,  — _  line  $,  (^)  /or  itarftCm  read  vetfarftCn^ . 

m^^  lOy,  —  ♦,  for  avayxoviTtt  read  avayvonrti 

—  I43»  —  *,  line  At  fir  ffiKutos  read  it%aiot 

.-..  15  a, f,  — *— 1<  before  Hebionitae  infert  hseredet 

•—  302, f ,  for  inftrudliones  re  d  inftrudiores 

4         307,  ■■       •»  line  I,  for  fiavi  'ead uvai 

.1         310,  ■         t,  —J,    ■       fftCfiotBot  re.id  eiCofi,t9ec 

—  451,— 1»  "—"  *»  "~~  i«';t''**'''^ "^1 — t<rx>i*oiTt 

■  3,-r — ItfiiBei      —  ltofci9tt 

^i>p— .458,— .#,  ——3,- — (iepiaari— —  depuun* 


•  ■» 


VINDICATIOK 


or   THE 


DOCTRINE  OF  SCRIPTURE,  ^f. 


BOOK    V. 

OF  THE  HISTORY.  OF  THE  PRETENDED  UNITARIAN  DOC. 
TRINE  AMONG  JEWISH  CHRISTIANS* 


CHAP.        t 

0/  tie  DoBrine  of  the  A^Jloltcal  Fathers. 

"KX  ANY  paiTages  have  been  quoted  from  the  writings 
■>-▼-■-  of  thofe  Fathers  called  ApofiolicaJ^  and  urged  as  prodTs 
that  they  believed  the  deitj  of  our  Saviour.  But  Dr  P« 
fays ;  '*  Their  works  are  not  come  down  to  us  as  they  wrote 
'^  themj  or  rather,  except  the  fingle  epiftle  of  Clemens  Ro- 
"  laanns,  which  contains  no  fuch  dodrines  as  thoie  of  the 
*'  divinity  or  pre^xiftence  of  Chrift,  the  wqrks  that  are 
^  afcribed  to  them  are  ahnoft  entirely  fpuridos  \  and  the 
**  time  of  their  compoiition  is  not  eafily  afcertained  *.**  But 
Vol.  II.  A  ffitriou*, 

•  VoL  i.  p.  9^. 


%  tie  DoOrmi  9/ ih  BookV. 

/furious  as  the&  writings  are,  the  Dbdor  avails  himiielf 
of  their  teftimonj,  wbenerer  it  can  fenre  him ;  efpedall j 
ia  attemptiag  to  prore  that  Gnc^cs  were  die  onlj  heretics 
in  early  times.  Indeed,  after  condemning  the  epifOes  of 
Ignatius  in  the  grds,  and  averting  tl)at  ^  thej  cannot  be 
<*  quoted  with  lafetj  &r  any  purpolie  *,"  he  fays,  *'  I  am 
^  wiffing  to  ftUow,  oh  fe-confideiing  tbfem,  that,  cxdofive 
^  of  manifeft  interpohuion  there  may  be  a  groondwofk  of 
**  antiquity  in  them  f ."  Our  author,  perhaps,  though  diis 
tccantation  neceflary,  as,  on  re-conJUertimg  \m  own  plan, 
be  fbreiaw  that  fome  paflages  in  thele  writings  mi^t  iierve 
4»  a  groundwork  iar  part  of  his  fiibric ;  or  be  of  ibme  ufe^ 
at  leaft,  in  die  progreis  of  his  labour. 

But  there  is  a  ikving  chnfe  wifidy  prefierved  in  the  very 
recantation.  It  is  this ; — **  exclufive  of  inaftifieft  interpo- 
**  lation."  Fray,  who  is  to  judge  when  this  interpolation 
is  mam/eft  /  Unitarians  only.  It  would  be  grofs  prefomp* 
tion  in  any  Trinitarian,  to  claim  fuch  a  privilege.  Ac- 
cordingly, ivhen  any  paflage,  undoubtedly  aflerting  or  im- 
plying the  divinity  of  bur  Saviour,  is  producedirom  theie 
ancient  writers,  it  is  immediately  condemned  as  a  wumife/l 
inierfolation  %  becanfe,  as  the  Dodor  iays,  '^  it  is  hardly 
^  poffiUe  to  thmk  diat  it  could  be  uied  by  aay  writer  fi> 
**  near  to  the  time  of  the  Apoftles  %.*'  It  is  firft  afliimed,  for 
k'has  never  been  proved,  diat  the  Apexes  on -no  oocafioo 
taagbt  the  doOrihe  of  the  IMty  of  Ghrift.  llience  it  is 
idbred,  that  die  Apoflolical  Fathers  cMdd  Mor-teoch  this,  as 
they  '"*  lived  lb  near  to  'the  tihte  <tf  (he  At^eftles.**  Al- 
thcfagh  tiieir  writings,  if  they  deferve  to  be  ^aentiaftcd 
nt  aD,  dearly  Ihew  diat  they  did  teach  this  doftme;  it 
fi  of  no  eon&quence  whatfoever.  For  when  tfiey  do  ih 
the  paflage  b  not  to  be  -accoonted  ^eimine ;  becsusfrit  is 

•  V«L  Lp.  106.  t  Ibia.  p.  loS.         I  Ibid  p.  ^. 


&r  AOfe  £^  to  teafoo  firom  fiipp^ion$%  than  froqi  ya^i. 
The  bofincb  of  a  critiC|  ^  CTOmining  the  work  of  411  an- 
cient water,  is  not  to  pay  fny  re^jard  to  what  is  ^ttKf  h«t 
tp  ihenf  what,  according  to  ^MsownfTfteniy  09igbt  to  iav€ 
Jkfp»  theie.  But  finne  nutj  he  ftpt  to  iaj,  why  ibould  Dr 
p.  qnote  thefe  writings  at  all?  It  w;ere  )>ette|r  t^ojpdily  to 
dedare*  thpt  this»  on  either  $de  of  d^  jjiieftipi^y  is  vai^  If- 
}paqxi  as  1^  is  pre-detennined  to  rej^  cyery  J^fl^EP  (^ 
J^ftfriouff  that  oppo&s  his  own  hypotfaefis.     , 

Alt  Unitarms  have  not  -  only  the  privilege  of  jndgiibg 
what  is  to  ^  accounted  a  fmmifffi  interpolatioa,  hut  alfo 
libait  o£^  imtarpolatMg^  a  littk  themielves ;  at  kaft,  of  dd^g 
ibmething  nearly  allied  to  it.  For  th/s  JioQ^  fpeaking  of 
Same  paflages  in  the  epiftles  of  Ignaciusy  which  have  been 
fiippo&d  to  refisr  to  the  Ebiooites,  (ays,  they  *^  may  cafily 
*^  \k  fiippG&d  to  have  beoi  altered/'  Suppofition,  indeed, 
is  eafy  enough.  But  wl^e  is  th^  proof  ?  It  is  truly  a  fin- 
golar  one  it'**  becantQ  whea  coniefied  by  an  Uiiitarian, 
**  notjiing  19  ffafiung  to  the  (evident  purpofe  of  the  wxi- 
**  ter  *.**  This  is,  indeed,  a  very  ihort  proc^ls,  whibh, 
could  the  learned  be'  generally  hroi^t  to  adopt,  it  would 
jpreatly  abridge  their  dlfputations,  and  free  them  of  much 
perplexity.  'Allow  me  firft  to  judge,  according  to  my  ow^  in- 
dinations,  of  the  pu>fofi  of  the  writer^  from  whom  I  bring 
my  evidence.  Then,  when  1  find  any  tiling  that  varies 
jfixxm  this,  give  me  leave  to  correB  it,  £b  as  to  make  it  fvw 
fwer  try  own  fw^fofe :  and  1  will  foon  prove  what  I  wifiu 
The  Doctor,  however,  has  not  favoured  the  reader  with 
thoie  paflfages  in  Ignatius,  which  would  be  fo  xnuoh  ini« 
proved  **  when  cqrre^d  by  an  Unitarian." 

While  fuch  privileges  are  claimed,  it  is  almoft  vainjto 
quote  any  palTages  from  thefe  writings.  But  I)r  P.  admits 
^e  eenuineneis  of  one  ^piftle  of  Clemens.  There  n  % 
pa£[age  in  this,  which  has  already  been  the  iubjeft  of  c(mfi* 

^  ^  lUrabli 

♦  VoL  i.  p«  at X. 


t4  TieDodrine  if  the  iobk  V. 


dcrtble  fifputatioii :  "  For  Chrift  is'  thrirt  who  afe  hum- 
«*  bk,  and  not  who  eralt  thfeiiifelvcs  over  his  flock.     The 
••*  Sceptre  of  the  niigefty  of  .CSrod,  onr  Lord  Jcfiis  •.'hrift, 
■•*  eame  not  in  the  fhew  of  pnde,  and  arrogance,  tbcmgb  Be 
'^  couid  have  done  fo ;  but   with  huridlity;  as^thc  Holy 
'"  Ghoft  had  before  fpoken  concerning  him  *."     This  paf- 
lage  has  been  urged  by  the  learned  Dr  Horfleyy  in  his  cor- 
■  refpondence  with  our  author,  as  a  proof'  tfiat  Clemcos  Ije- 
licved  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour.     To  the  moff  of  rea- 
ders his  reafoning  will  appear  dccifivc.'  'Btit  to  the  evi- 
dence brought  to  prove  that  the  comings  fgiikcti  of  by  Cle- 
mens, refpeds  the  birth  of  Ghrift,  Dr  P.  replies;  **  If  we 
**  coniider  the  prophecies  which  Clement  qiiotes,  we  (hall 
^  find  them  to  be  not  fuch  as  defcribe  the  circumflances  of 
*'  the  birth  of  Chrift,  but  only  thofe  of  his  public  life  and 
^  death ;  the  principal  of  them  being  Ifii.  liii.  which  he 
^  quotes  alxnoft  at  full  length.     This  is  certainly  £ivourable 
**  to  the  fuppofition,  that  when  Ghrift  was  in  public  life, 
'^  he  made  no  oAentatious  difplay  of  tlft*  extraordinary 
^  powers  with  which  he  was  inveftedy  and  before  he  enter- 
**  ed  upon  it,  preferred  a  low  condition  to  that  of  a  great 
**  prince  t»"  Here  the  Dofior  evidently  changes  his  ground 
in  the  courfe  of  two  fentences.     In  the  firft,  he  nnderftands 
•  the  prophecies  quoted,  efpecially  Ifa.  liii.  only  of  our  Sa- 
^  viour*)i  public  life  and  death  :  in  the  fecond,  of  hb  private 
li£s  alfo,  before  be  entered  oik  that  which  was  public.     It 
-Would  feem  that  this  paflago  needs  to  be  correBed^  fully  as 
'  mtich  as  fome  of  thofe  in  the  epifUes  of  Ignatius. 

He  further  (lays;  "  The  more  anciefit  reading  of  Jerom 
*'  u  evidently  favourable  to  this  interpretation  of  the  paf- 
'*  (age.  He  read  meurxa  iwa^ufn^  having  all power^  which 
naturally  alludes  to  the  great  power  of  which  he  became 
polTefled  after  the  defcent  of  the  Spirit  of  God  upon  him 


"at 


•  SeA.  nl  t  Vol.  i.  p.  ^. 


Chap.T.*  ApoJlolicalFdfbff>s.   -  f 

<*  at  his  fcftptifm  *.^  But.  the  teftrned  geatknmn  feii^  biW^' 
felf  of  thk  ancient  reading  onlj  in  fo  far.  What  accdftlff 
ing  to  this,  \s  iatl pt/utert  in  Dr  Ps  application  is  confined  to 

great  power.  And  if  Jefes'  was  not  pofleiTed  of  either  till 
i^er  **  the  defeeot  of  the  Spirit  at  his  baptifiti,"  how 
tooldhe  maker  any  often tadoos  difpiay,  '^  ^^/br^  he  enteiu 
^  ed  apon  his  paYMc  life  ?"  How  could  he  be  faid  to  ^*  prefer 
'^  a  lowconditibn/ ■  when  he  had  no  other  'm  hischoice;  When 
lie  had'«o  j^otu^  to  embrace  an  jr  other?  If  either  icoivi^ 
iinatAi^fOi  ob^ovTA  ivvotfjuewg^  have  any  referenoe  to  power  be^ 

fare  his  public  life,  he  did  not*  receive  aU  his  extraordinary 
power  by  the  defcent  of  the  Spirit* 

But  whatever  be  the  particular  meaning  of  the  words  of 
-Clemens,  it  is  denied  that  JeAis  liad  it  in  his^ow^  to  have 
come  otherwife,  unlefs  he  was  God, ,  For  if  he  wa^  a  mere 
-creature,  eiTentially  (ubjed  to  the  divine  will,  he  hud  no 
power  to  come  in  any  ivay  but  that  in  which  he  anally 
Came.  He  -could  not  have  come  *'  in  the  condition  of  a 
**  great  prince  •,*•  for  the  'event  certainly  (hews  that  this 
was  not  the  will  of  Grod;  Clemens  would  never  have  faid 
that  he  could  have  donefoi-hfid  he  not  believed  that  Jefus  had 
a  fovereign  and  divine  choice  as  ^o  the  manner  of  bis  co^ 
tning.  •  - 

It  is*  pro!>ably  the  firft  time  that  the  term  coming  has  been 
thought  to  fignify  the  circumftances  of  one's  death.  Our  Lord 
bimfelf  always  fpoke  of  this  event  imder  the  notion  o£ going. 
Therefore,  although  Clemens  extends  his  quotation  to  thoCe 
parts  of  Ifaiah'liii.  which  refpeA  the  death  of  Chrift,  his 
tifing  the  term  under  confideration,  fbews  that  he  efpeoiailr 
referred  to  the  beginning  of  the  chapter,  as  'refpefting  hi^ 
birth,  and  perhaps,  his  firft  appearance  in  a  public  charac- 

-  -ter.    But  there' was  no  impropriety  in  extending  .the  quo* 
tation  to  thefe  predidibns  that  refpeded  the  tenor  of  his  life, 

'  ;«nd  the  cireumftances  of  his  deadk-   Eor  tbdfe  predidioias 

A3  wcr^n 

^  Yol.  i.  p.  95,  $6,  '      .  ^ 
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Wifp9t:  Mwfirming  evidencei  <tf  what  (Clemeos  bad  alrcadj 
prov^  diredlj,  .thut  aaiordiiig  to  the  teftimony  of  ibt  Skf^ 
fft  Gboft  he  Wa«  to  aime  in  nb  other  way.  Tbejr  alfo  greau 
^  enforted  the  exhortation  to*  faumility.  For  our  JxHrd'n 
eolitintiaoQe  in  a  ftate  of  ^bafenient  fliewed  that  he  was  ift« 
deed  lo(%»ffy  m  beari^  and  that  he  did  not  wiib  to*  attraft 
fJBit  vulgar  by  &lfe  appearances,  that  by  their  meanft  be 
isight  exalt  himdelf.  Befides,  iieveral'  circnmftancea  men^ 
^bned  in  the  prophecies  quoted,  clearly  prove  (bat  be  wal 
voluntary  in  the  whple  fyf  tbb  bumiUatioQ.  Dr  P*  naay 
with  as  great  propriety  plead,  that  Clemens  meant  fn 
extend  the  term  aming  to  our  Saviour's  exakathm^  aa  to 
Ijbe  whole  of  bis  fublic  Ufi  apd  duub^  becaoic  the  prophe- 
cies quoted  refer  to  the  latter.  For  fome  of  them  as  oertaiii* 
ly  refer  to  the  former. 

But  although  the  Dodoi'  bad  aflerted,  that  thefe  prc^becies 
'*  deferibe  onfy  the  circuroftances  of  Cbiift-s  lift  and  dMth^ 
on  nanifiiering  them  he  feems  to  retrafi  a  little  \  but  witji 
evident  relodance.  f'  Admitting  that  fimie  one  circum- 
^  ftance  in  the  prophecies  wbich  Clemens  quotes,  rigorouf- 
^  ly  interpreted,  ihoaU  allude  to  the  hirtb  of  Cfarift  (diough 
**  1  fee  no  reafon  to  think  fo)  we  are  not  aothorifed  to 
^  think  that  Clemens  attended  to  that  in  particular,  but  to 
^  the  general  (cope  of  the  whole,  whidi  is  evidently  de- 
^,  feriptive  of  bis  public  life  only  *.• '  This  finu  ami  ckf 
fumfittHce  irhicb  our  author  has  in  his  eye,  is  certainly 
Ilabh  liii.  ver.  3.  I  beg  leave  to  aik.  Is  it  a  r^gordos  inter* 
jpiretation  of  tbefe  words,  H$  JhaHgp^iw  up  brfan  bim  as  4 
iimkrploKi^  to  und<rftaod  them  of  the  birth  of  our  8a- 
t(9iir  ?  Or  what  otb^  interpretation  would  the  learned 
yentlrman  give  of  them  ?  Did  our  Lord  grow  a^  in  bis 
fMic  Ufe}  The  word  properly  fignifies  xoJbuUfiMrtb^  as  it 
#  rendered  Gen.  iX.  ro.  denoting  the  firft  appearance  of  a 
id^m  Ijpriagiflg  oik  of  tilt  eaitb.     Thtft  this  is  its  true 

meaning 


Chap*!.  Apofiolieal  Fatlers*  •j 

meaQUi|r  herCf  is  evident  from  the  words  iminediatclj  fol- 
lowing i'-'^and  as  a  root  out  of  a  dry  ground^. 

The  Doctor  indeedi  feems  much  at  a  loft  what  to  make 
of  thefe  prophecies.  Heu  determined  to  refufe  that  they 
can  be  viewed,  at  leaift  according  to  the  allufion  that 
Clemens  had  to  them,  as  referring  to  the  birtb  of  ChrifL 
Yet  he  is  not  certaii^  how  to  difpofe  of  them.  He  doe$ 
not  adhere  to  anyone  method  of  interpretation.  For 
he  firft  informs  us,  that  they  defcribe  *'  onfy  the  circum* 
**  fiances  of  Chrift's  public  life  and  death.*'  But  in  the 
paflage  laft  quoted,  he  fays ;  **  The  fcope  of  the  whole—- 
'<  is  evidently  defcriptive  of  his  public  life  only.*'  However 
this  is  &r  from  being  the  cafe.  The  fifty-third  chapter  of 
liaiah  defcribes  the  birth,  life,  death  and  exaltation  of  Je« 
fus.  But  it  is  not  fo  fully  deforiptive,  either  of  his  coming, 
or  of  his  public  /i/if  as  of  his  goings  or,  the  circumftanceg 
of  his  death  in  a  public  chara£ter,  as  pur  Surety. 

Concerning  that  remarkable  paflage,  in  the  fecond  (ec« 
tion  of  the  firft  epifile  of  Clemens,  in  which  he  fpeaks  of 
the  Sufferings  of  God^  Dr  P.  obferves,  that  "  tliis  is  lan- 
"  guage  fo  exceedingly  (hocking  and  unfcriptural,  that  it  is 
/'  hardly  poiTible  to  think  that  it  could  be  ufed  by  any  writer 
<*  fo  near  to  the  time  of  the  Apoflles  f."  This  is  evident- 
ly begging  the  quefiion.  It  may  be  Ihocking  to  Dr  P.  who 
does  not  believe  that  God  purcbafed  the  church  with  his 
own  blood.  But  this  will  not  prove  that  Clemens  would 
have  been  fliocked  at  fuch  language. 

He  adds  the  opinion  of  Patricius  Junius,  that  *'  inflead 

"  of  9ra9nfJMTa  atm^  i.  e.  Gck,  we  ought  to  read  /Ao^nfunm 

**  aurw"  .  But th6  learned  Grabe  has  long  ago  fhewn  that 

this  is  mere  conjefture,  not  fupported  by  any  manulcript ; 

and  that  it  is  an  improbable  conjeAure.     For  befides  the 

change  of  atmtf  which  Grabe  takes  no  notice  of,  he  has  6b- 

A  3  ferved 
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ienred  that  ^  there  are  fcarcelj  two  letters  which  differ. 
'*  mwt,  in  the  heft  MSS.  than  11  and  M  */' 

Bot  befides  thele  paiTages,  there  are  leveral  others  in  this 
epifllcy  which  clearly  ihew  that  Clemens  )>elieved  the  deity 
of  Chrilt  '^  Let  OS  fearch,"  he  fays»  *'  iqto  all  (he  ages  that 
<*  have  gone  before  us ;  aqd  let  ns  l^rn  that  our  Lord  has 
**  ip  every  one  of  them  ftill  given  place  for  repentance  to 
"  all  fuch  as  would  turn  to  him.  Noah  preached  repen- 
**  tance ;  and  as  many  as  hearkened  to  him  were  Cived. 
**  Jonah  denounced  deftrudion  againft  the  Ninevites  f /' 
Uc.  But  how  could  he  imagine  that  our  Lord  could  have 
given  r*'pentance  in  the  ages  of  Noah  and  Jonah,  nnlels  he 
had  believed  not  only  his  pre-eziftence,  but  his  title  to  the 
charafter  of  the  God  of  Salvation  f  He  declares  tl^e  thir- 
ty fourth  P(alm  to  be  the  language  of  Chrift,  faying,  <'  He 
"  Himfelf  befpeaks  us  by  the  Holy  Ghoft :  Come^ye  chU- 
**  dren,  hearten  unto  me"  &c  %•  He  alfo  ufes  the  fame  dif- 
'  tindion  with  Paul ;  ajQTerting  that  Jefus  came  of  Abraham, 
according  to  the  fmb\.  But  fuch  s^  diftindion  muft  be  an 
abfurdity  in  the  mouth  of  an  Unitarian.  He  undoubtedly 
performs  an  ad  of  worfhip  to  Jefus,  when  he  fays  that  God 
is  '*  good  to  all,  efpecially  to  thofe  who  flee  to  his  mercy 
*'  through  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift ;  to  whom  be  glory  and 
"  majefty  for  ever  and  ever.  Amen  ||."  And  again, 
fpewking  of  pardon ;  "  Now  this  blcfling  is  fulfilled  in  thofe 
"  who  arc  chofen  by  God,  through  Jefus  Chrift  our  Lord, 
"  to  whom  be  glory  for  ever  and  ever.    Amen  *•." 

As  Dr  P.  gives  feveral  Quotations  from  the  Epiftle  of 
Pol)  carp  to  the  Philippians,  it  can  certainly  be  no  mor^ 
fpurious  to  us  than  to  him.  He  fays  indeed  ;  *'  The  man* 
*'  ner  in  which  Poly  carp  infer  ibes  his  epiftle  is  that  of  an 
**  Unitarian  ^  *  Mercy  unto  you  and  peace  from  God  AI- 

*  mighty. 

•  A4iitiooi  V>  BfllVi  De/.  chap,  iii  fee.  3.  f  SeA.  7 
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'  migbtjy  and  the  Lord  Jefus  Chrift  our  Saviour,  be  mnl« 
'  tiplied  */'  Things  appeared  to  me  in  fo  di&rent  a 
lighty  tbaty  before  adverting  to  this  remark  of  Dr  P.  I 
thought  of  quoting  the  paflage  as  the  language  of  a  Trini- 
tarian. For  this  infcription  is  certainly  a  prayer :  and  I 
did  not  apprehend  tl^at  an  Unitarian  of  Dr  P.'s  defcription 
would  praj  to  Chrift  on  anjr  confideration.  But  the  blef- 
fings  of  mercy  and  peace  are  undoubtedly  prayed  for  fnom 
Chnttf  as  much  sus  from  God.  By  God  Almighty  he  might 
mean  God  eflentially  confidered.  Although  the  Father 
Ihould  be  intended,  it  will  not  prove  that  the  Son  is  ex- 
cluded. For  Juftin  Martyr  often'  calb  the  Father  vavT«- 
Kparoip^  thus  diflinguifliing  him  from .  our  Lord.  But  our 
author  will  not  thence  infer  that  he  was  an  Unitarian.  The 
language  of  Folycarp  can  no  more  prove  that  he  did  not 
reckon  the  Son  Almighty^  than  that  he  did  not  believe  the 
Father  to  be  our  Saviour.  The  very  idea  that  Jefus  could 
give  mercy  and  peace ^  equally  with  the  Father,  neceflarily 
implies  that  Folycarp  believed  him  to  be  equally  Cod  Ah- 
mighty. 

He  afcribes  the  work  of  ele£Hon  to  Chrift,  as  well  as  to 
God,  faying  that  *•*  bonds  are  the  crowns  of  fuch  as  are 
truly  chofen  by  God  and  our  Lord  f."  He  declares  that 
the  root  of  faith— brings  forth  fruit  to  our  Lord  Jefus 
"  Chrift,  who  fuffered  himfelf  to  be  brought  even  to  the 
"  death  for  our  fins  t«"  Is  not  this  making  the  glory  of 
Chrift  the  end  of  religion  ?  He  further  aflerts  that  "  every 
^  living  creature  fliall  worftiip  him  ||/'  And  as  a  proof  of 
his  fincerity  in  this  declaration,  he  again  prays  for  blelfings 
^om  the  Son,  as  well  as  from  the  Father.  ^'  Now  the  God 
^  and  Fat;her  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift ;  and  he  Himfelf 
'^  who  is  our  everlafting  High  Frieft,  the  Son  of  God,  Jefus 
^  Chrift,  build  you  up  in  faith  and  in  truth,  and  in  all  meek- 

"Bcfil 
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^  neb  and  lenity, — and  grant  to  you  a  lot  and  portka 
*^  among  his  faints  V 

A  gicat  variety  of  paflages  might  he  quoted  firoiD  tbt 
Epifiles  of  Ignatius,  which,  in  the  deareft  and  ffaroogeft 
manner,  aflfert  the  deity  of  Chrift    But  I  am  afiraid  of  Id* 
fing  my- labour,  as  Df  P.  claims  the  privilege  of  comSiig 
tbcm.    I  ihall  only  take  notice  of  one  paflagie  quoted  and 
tranflated  by  himfelf.    ^  There  is  one  Phyfiaan,  flefhly  and 
^  fpiritual,  begotten  and  unbegotten,  in  the  fleih  made  Ge2l| 
^  in  immortal  life  eternal,  both  of  Maxy  and  of  God,  fat 
**  luffering   and  then    impaffiUe  f."      The  Dofior  &ji, 
**  Theodoret  read  the  paflage,  yimrof  f|  oyyonra,  hijgoittMof 
**  hhn  that  was  unbegotten  X*'*    But  he  mi^t  alfo  have 
told  us  that  Athanafius,  "who  lived  about  a  centiuy  before 
Theodoret,  read  yvmrroi  uau  arrcnrro(  ||,  which  fbme  have 
tranflated,  Made^  and  not  madi\,    Dr  P.,  fpeaking  of  die 
corredion  of  fbme  paiTages  in  Ignatius,  lays  that  then  no- 
thing would  be  *'  wanting  to  tl^e  evident  purpofe  of  the 
^  writer."    But  the  correfiion  propofed.  from  the  reading 
of  Theodoret  has  not  fo  much-  to  recommend  it ;  for  it  qp- 
pofes  this.     Here  '*  the  evident  purpofe  of  the  writer'*  is  to 
exhibit  Jefus  in  oppoiite  points  of  view.    There  are  feveral 
parts  of  the  fentence,  about  which  there  is  no  difpute,  in 
which  the  contrafl  is  obvioufly  pointed  in  the  fbongeft 
manner ;  '<  Flefhly  and  fpiritual ;— of  Mary  and  of  God; 
^  firfl  paffible  and  then  impaflible."    But  if  you  adopt  the 
reading  of  Theodoret,  the  contraft  is  entirely  lofl. 

a  As 
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As  the  IMm  Wai  diipofed  to  €orre&^  hfe  m^  lun^ 
Hltadeaal  ifait  iafteMi  ^  «  oAwmii  Athimafiiis,  Gebfiua^ 
and  ivc^  l%eodorel  tt$A  cv  loMtnii  *.  This  corxcAioB  hat 
femrrtliiig  ih  its  frvdoxv  whidi  die  othet  has  iiot.  '*  No- 
<*  thing  IS  wtaitkg  to  the  erident  parpofe  of  die  writer/' 
F^  file  bontnift  is  adt  faft.  Indeed*  this  reading  is  abfi^ 
label  J  ntadSnf  tp  |ire£brre  it.  Wbea  the  Bdfixir  tranf* 
lates  ar  akamm  (thi  «Ml»9»  im  immorial  life  ttirualf  he  moft 
be  fthfiUe  that  dus  is  not  a  pvoper  tranfladon ;  lor  .die 
ii^ords  OQ^  to  b^  rendered,  True  £fe  in  immortal.  B«t 
this  is  kiigtta^  wtdiout  meaning :  whereas  the  meaning  is 
bVyi^ui^  9x^  the  andtfaefis  is  ftridljr  yreferved,  if  we  read, 
True  ^fi  hn  deaib. 

Dr  P.  adds ;  ^  In  odiet  rel^eds  diis  parage  is  neither 
^  dear  nor  d|ecifire/*  Biit  there  is  a  reafon  fer  this.  He 
does  not  chodCe  to  apply  his  critical  tdents  for  making  it 
char.  Far  thos  it  woaU  be  deci/he  agasnft  his  own  fjr« 
fiesm*  m 


CHAP.    n. 

•  -   €f  Mtu  of  Eminence  anong  Jtvnjb  Ciriftums, 

• 

DR  p.,  in  his  Hiflory  of  CorruptionSt  having  aiTerted 
dutt  the  ancient  Jews  expeded  merelj  a  human 
Meffiah,  proceeds  to  &ewthat  their  pofterity,  who  eoibra- 
'Oed  the  Chriftian  feidi,  believed  in  no  other.  ^^  That  the 
^  ancient  Jewifh  Church  niuft  have  held  the  opinion,  that 
.**  Chrift  was  fimply  a  man,  maj  be  concluded  from  its 
^  being  the  clear  dofirine  of  the  Scriptures,  and  from  the 
'^  Apoftles  having  taught  no  other  \  but  there  is  fufficient 
''  evidence  of  the  £u9ie  thing  from  ecclcfiaflical  hifiory.'* 

The 

a  VkL  Bull,  nbi  &p. 
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The  iirft  dudiority  timt  he  quotes  is  Hegefippns*'  The 
Doftor's  mode  of  probation  is  indeed  Tery  fiHgukr.  -Hs 
proves  that  the  ancient  Jewifh  Church  was,  in  his  fMb^ 
Unitariant  becanie  Hegefippus,  whom  he  calls  a  Jewi/k 
Chrijlian^  was  fo.  Then  he  proves  that  Hegefippus  was  as 
Unitarian,  becattfe  he  agreed  with  thofe  ■  ^*  who  held  tiS 
''  fame  dodrine  that  was  taught  in  the  law,  bjrHfae  prophet^ 
^  and  by  our  Lord.  What  could  diis  be/' .  bys  oior  andiar 
with  an  air  of  triumph,  **  but  the  proper  Unitarian  dofiriiMi 
^  held  by  tbi  Jews,  and  which  he  himfelf  had  been  taught  *i 

His  defign  in  eallbg  Hegefippus  a  Jewi/b  Chri^ian^  is  f» 
prove  that  he  was  an  Ebkmite  or  Nazarene.  But  it  wil 
afterwards  appear  that  the  proof  Is  extremely  deficient*    ^ 

^^  It  ia  particularly  remarkable,"  he  lays,  *'  that  H^ffip- 
^  pus,  in  giving  an  account  of  the  herefies  in  his  time^. 
**  though  he  mentions  the  Carpocratians,  Valentiniaas,  and 
'*  others  who  were  generally  termed  Cnollics  (and  who 
**  held  that  Chrifl  had  a  pre-exiflence,  and  was  maii.ool/ 
''  in  appearance)  not  only  makes  no  mention  of  thb  fup- 
**  pofcd  hcrcfy  of  the  Nazarenes  or  EbioniteSy  but  fays  that, 
*'  in  his  travels  to  Rome,  where  he  fpent  feme  time  with  A- 
^  nicetus,  and  vifited  the  bifliops  of  other  fees,  he  found  that 
''  they  all  held  the  fame  dodrine,  that  was  taught  in  the 
*•  law,"  \ic  t. 

litis  objc£lion  had  been  made  by  fevcral  Socinian  wri- 
•  fers  in  former  tmies,  and  as  often  anfwered.  But  our  ati- 
thor,  accohling  to  the  cuftc^m  of  this  fociety,  produces  it 
ttgnin,  witliout  the  leaft  attention  to  the  different  aiifwers 
formerly  given }  as  if  the  world  were  indebted  to  him  for 
the  important  difcovery.  Its  weakncls  appears  from  va- 
rious cfif^derations. 

Hegefippus,  according  to  Eufcbius,  '*  gives  an  account  of 
*^  the  beginnings  of  thofe  herefies  which  fprung  up  in  )us 

**  owa 
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"  own  time*/'  But  tiiat  there  wer^  fomc  of  the  Jewifk 
nation  '  who  called  themfelves  Chriftians,  and  jet  main- 
tained that  Jefns  was  a  mere  man,  long  before  the  time  of 
Hegefippusy  is  allowed  on  aU  hands.  Particnlarlj,.  Cerin- 
thns  was  by  birth  a  Jew.  Now,  if  it  was  the  profeffed  de- 
fign  of  Hegefippus  to  relate  the  rife  of  thefe  hereiies  which 
made  their  appearance  in  his  own  time,  it  would  have  been 
improper  to  have  indnded  thofe  that  appeared  in  an  earlier 
age. 

Although  Hegefippus  profefled  to  mention  the  fefis 
which  fprung  from  the  Sjmagogue,  the  Dodor  himfelf  muft 
acknowledgi?  that  his  Hft  is  not  complete.  For  he  takes  no 
notice  of  the  Nicolaitans,  who  are  fo  particular! j  reproved 
by  our  Lord  himfelf.  Should  it  be  faid,  that  they  preceded 
the  age  oi  Hegefippus ;  the  fame  reafon  muft  certainly  fuf- 
fice  for  his  negled  of  the  Ebionites. 

It  mull  be  evident  to  every  attentive  reader,  that  this 
pafiage  of  Hegefippus  is  by  no  means  accurate.  For 
when  mentioning  the  feven  more  recent  ieOs  among 
the  J'iws,  he  reckons  the  M afbotheans  as  of  their  number : 
and  when  :  e  s^erwards  gives  an  account  of  the  more  an- 
cient fe^,  th'  y  are  alfo  introduced.  Befides,  in  this  fecond 
catalooiie  the  Samaritans  .ire  mentioned  ;  though  it  is  well 
known  that  they  were  not  properly  of  the  flock  of  Ifrael, 
that  they  were  anathematized  by  the  Jews,  and  that  the 
latter  had  no  dealings  with  them. 

Inftead  of  concluding,  that  Hegefippus,  becaule  he  does 
not  mention  the  Ebionites  as  here^cs,  was  himfelf  one  of 
them  ;  and  thenoe,  that  this  name  was  common  to  all  the 
Jewiih  Chriflians ;  it  would  be  £ar  more  natural  to  con-* 
dude,  txi^t  they  were  at  this  tiflie  a  fed  that  made  little 

appeanmce^ 

•  O  i'avTOf  xat  rat  x«7*  cetMrov  aiftrwv  raf  «p;^«f  wrortBtrcii  iia  r%» 
«ftv*  H..-relciim  quoqu^  qu^e  atatt  fug  exortie  funt,  initi»  idtm  fcriptor 
czponit.     £ufwb.  Hift.  lab.  iv.  c.  a2. 
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tm^eanacsf ,  compared  vrith  thofe  wl^ch  he  mendoop.  JUk 
u  probable  firoia  the  vkfj  fhost  aocoont  given  of  them  Iff 
I^nsiuBiis..  Perhaps,  Hegefippus  iiiigiht  thmk  it  luia^qeflaqr 
to  take  aoy  particular  notice  of  ^em^  u  be  had  "Trntjrrffl 
die  CfurpocratioiiSy  widi  whom  the  Ehionites  fg^ted  i^  tM 
do&ine  concerning  Chri^,  m  thejr  4id  aUb  with  the  t^r 
lowers  of  'Cerinthus  *•  For  idtf^oqgh  Irenanifi  feaw  I 
4en7  this,  as  hjb  language  is  gef^eraUj  ezprefled,  d^  j^ 
ing  prefierred  bj  £everal  learned  writers  agrees  mnch  bn- 
fer  with  the  reft  of  the  fent^ce  f.  It  inajr  be  ea0j  cob 
oeived  that  a  carel^js  tranicriber  mig^t  >¥ritft  momjbmfktr 
anftead  of  ^ta^/imilittr.  It  i^  a  very  ftro^  prefinnptiQO  in  & 
voiu:  of  the  lattqr  a9  the  (rue  readiiiig,  that  it  completes  tb 
oontraft  ftated  by  kensiof.  Thps  die  ienfe  of  hip  Iai9gi9|i 
V ;  ^  Xhe  Ebionites  mm&iv/  diffisr  frqm  Cerinthns  and  Ctf" 
**  pocrates  in  one  pointy  iat  d^y  co^fieis  th^  ^  WQpil 
<*  was  made  by  Go4f  ^^  not  by  any  power  ieparple  bm, 
•*  Godf  nor  by  angels :  tm  they  agree  with  both  in  Asfb 
**  thingi  that  concern  our  Lordi  denying  him  to  be  bcM^f 
*^  a  virgin  {•''  If  ci^ifiwuliter  ht'npx.  admitted  as  the  tifi 
reading,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  Irenmis  mentions  diofs  «* 
tides  only  in  which  the  £bionites  diffkni  from  the  other 
heretics :  although  the  ftmdure  of  his  language  would  fipf  • 
geft  to  every  reader,  that,  as  a  (counterpart  to  the  firft  afe* 
don,  he  was  about  to  mention  fomething  in  which  dieysD 
mgrted.  But  if  we  fiippoCr  him  to  have  wrote  co^fimkitrt 
Jiis  meaning  is  obvious.  He  compares  the  Ebiqiutca  widi 
Carpocrates  and  Cj^rinthus.     He  firft  montiooaavaidak 


•  Hayno»  who  wrote  about  the  yatr  S40,  fiqrt  that  Hcgefipp— 
fgainft  Carpocnut.  PaflieUi  A«ii>otat.  in  TcrtulUaa.  4t  P^eicript.  &4I. 

t  Pcaribn.  Ifoat.  Vindic.  p  1.  c.  2.    BuU'i  Jxtdg.  Cadu  chnrch,  c.  1 

I  Qat  astern  dicuatur  Ebioosi,  coniiNitiant  pridem  mnodmm  ik1k» 
frdhun ;  ea  mmtem  qjam^Cmitt  crga  Dominun,  eonpa^Utr  K  Ceimtkai  d 
Caipocntes  opmantur,  Ggot  b»r.  lib.  x.  c.  2A*  1 
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m  Tvbidi  dK7  did  aoC  agree.  To  ihew  that  be  re&niip 
what  he  had  find  on  this  fiil^eft  in  the  two  preoediiig  chap- 
tes^  he  Uttikf  the  diflSnence  between  die  Ebionitet  and 
dieai  bj  tifing  the  wofd  fiudem^  When  he  proceeds  to 
ihew  m  what  they  did  agcee,  he  u£es  4mtim.  He  had  dft- 
dared  in  theie  chapters,  that  Carpocrates  alcribed  Ae.  crea- 
don  of  the  ^mdd  to  Angeb ;  and  that  Gerinthns  affigned 
dus  work  to  a  poiWer^ready  remote  from  him  who  is  %- 
bove  alL  &i  this  point,  iajrs  he,  die  Ebionites  do  not  agree 
imth  eidier  of  thefe  hcredos ;  for  *'  they  indeed  acknftsf- 
<<  ledge  ditt  the  irorld  was  made  bj  Cvod/*  Bat  he  doc» 
not  eiplain  their  doflrine  concerning  oar  Lord ;  becaufe 
thcgr  agrecfid  nyidi  thole  formerly  mendoned,  in  the  great 
«rtide  of  aoiaking  him  a  men  man.  For  he  had  ihewn 
diet  both  Carpociates  and  Cimnthns  affirmed  that  he  w ji* 
die  fon  of  Joieph*  And  we  know  that  this  was  the  very 
dbfirineitf  the  Ebionites.  Thus,  the  matter  of  £aft  re« 
^lliues  that  what  we  have  ^endoned  ihould  be  the  tme 
reading. 

The  account  given  by  TertuUian  of  the  &ith  of  Ebion, 
greatly  confirms  this  view  of  the  meaning  of  Irenseus. 
Speaking  of  Cetinthus,  he  iay^ ;  ^  His  fuccefibr  was  He- 
^  bum ;  net  agreeing  with  Cerinthus  in  all  refpe^,  becaoie 
'*  he  taught  that  the  world  was  made  by  God,  and  not  by 
**  angeb  '**."  This  he  evidendy  marks  as  the  great  article 
in  which  they  difagreed.  The  lenfe  of  his  language  b 
evidendy  the  {aifae  with  that  of  the  bifliop  of  Lyons,  as 
rendered  above. 

According  to  the  fame  rule,  by. which  the  dodrine  of 
Hegefif^ms  is  judged  of,  Juftin  Martyr  might  be  ranked 
«mong  Unitarians.  For  he  mentions  the  fame  number  of 
Jewiih  hereUcs  as  Hegefippus,  though  under  difierent  names ; 

but 

*  Hajist  AKceflbr  Hebion  fuit,' Gerintbo  aon  in  omni  parte  confenttenft 
qaod  a  Deo  dicat  mundum,  noo  ab  an^elts  fa^uni*  Dt  Piwicn]>t. 
c.  48. 
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but  he  tnkes  no  notice  of  either  Ebionitb  or  Nazarenes  ^. 
Indeed^  from  the  maimer  in  which  Juftin  is  trbated  by  die 
Doftor,  as  may  appear  afterwards,  had  as  little  of  his  works 
remained  as  of  thofe  of  Hegefippus,  there  is  crvcry  reafoa 
to  believe,  that  this  omiflion  would  have  been  boafted  as 
an  evidtoce  of  his  being  an  Ebionite. 

Hegefippus  muft  of  necefTity  have  believed  that  the  Ebi- 
onites  were  heretics  ;  becaufe  he  held  communion,  for  ma- 
ny years,  with  the  church  of  Rome.  But  the  bilhops  of 
diis  church  held  communion  with  Trenasus,  who  undoubted- 
ly reckoned  the  Ebionites  heretics.  The  Do8x>r  acknow- 
ledges  the  orthodoxy  of  Irenaeus  f :  and  the  latter  gives  an 
ample  teftimony  to  Anicetus,  Soter  and  Eleuthems,  wtdi 
whom  Hegefipfms  communicated,  as  adhering  to  the  tradi- 
tion delivered  by  the  Apoftlest.  What  this  apoftoUcal 
tradition  was,  he  informs  us  in  the  following  chapter: 
**  That  Chrift,  on  account  of  his  tranfcendent  knre  to  hb 
*^  own  work,  fubmitted  to  be  generated  of  a  Virgin,  he  by 
**  himfelf  uniting  man  to  .God  4*" 

Dr  P.  further  oblerves  *,  ^^  That  Eufebius  doth  not  eZ' 
**  preisly  fay  what  this  £uth  was,  is  no  wonder,  confideriiig 
^  his  prejudice  againft  the.  Unitarians  of  his  own  time.  He 
^  fpeaks  of  the  Ebionites,  as  perfons  whom  a  malignant 

**  demon 

*  Dial.  p.  307.  See  Eull's  Primitive  and  ApoftoL  Trad.  c.  3*  ^'4. 

t  Hift.  of  Cor.  vol.  i-  p.  37. 

t  Cam  aotem  fuccelHflet  Aniceto  Soter,  nanc  duodecimo  loco  Epiico- 
patum  ab  Ap<.ftolii  babet  Eleutberin^.  Hac  ordinatione  et  furceflkMie, 
ca  qase  eft  ab  Apoftolis  in  Ccilelia  Traditio,  et  veriutis  praeconiatio  per- 
ventt  ti/fme  ad  n§J,  £t  eft  pleniffima  bee  often  fio,  unam  et  eandem  vifi- 
ftcatricem  fidem  efle,  qus  in  Ecdefia  ab  Apoftolis  ufqae  none  conletvatif 
ct  tradiu  in  veriute.  Cont.  Her.  L  iii.  c.  3. 

S  Qui  propter  eminentlflimam  ergo  figmentam  faum  dile^onem  CM 
^DtB  eflet  ex  Virgine  generatiooem  faftinuit,  iple  per  ie  hominem  adanai* 
Ooo.  Ibid.  L  iii.  c.  4.  j 
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^demoB  hid. brought  into  his  power  *•"    But  die  injuftice 
of  this  tttadc  on  Eofebius  may  be  eafily  ihewn. 

If  Jie  was  filled  widi  fach  bittemefii  againft  the  Unita* 
liaosy  befieviDg'Hegefippus  to  be  one,  and  therefore  under- 
fianding  his  hngnage  concerning  the  law,  die  prophets,  and 
die  do£trine  of  our  Lord,  in  the  fame  fenie  as  our  author ; 
is  it  at  all  fnppo&ble  diat  he  would^  have  quoted  him  as  an 
audioTity  ?  Moft  he  not  have  puMifhed  to  the  world,  and 
left  upon  record,  a  moft  ftriking  teftimony  againft  tho& 
very  do£farines  in  the  defence  of  which  he  was  ib  zealous  ? 
Indeed,  he  ezprefily  declares,  that  **  he  had  given  an  ac- 
^'  count  of  what  was  traniafted  in  the  times  of  the  apoftles 
^  from  die  narradve  of  Hegefippos  f/' 

Is  it  not  to  deny  ordinary  ikgacity  to  Eu&bius,  to  fup« 
pde  diat  he  coold  entertain  a  fingle  idea  of  impofing  upon 
die  world  the  teftimony  of  iftgefippus,  in  fopport  of  die 
onhodoz  dodrine ;  while  aflured  diat  he  was  an  enemy  to 
it,  and  diat  his  works  were  well  known  in  diat  agie  ?  For 
it  is  undeniable  that  diis  muft  have  been  die  defign  of  £u- 
iebias,  in  fo  particularly  mentioning  that  writer's  teftimony, 
widi  rrfpefi  to  the  unity  of  die  fiddi  among  all  the  biihops 
widi  whom  he  had  conver&d. 

It.  cannot  be  denied  that  Hegefippus  hdld  communion 
vnsik  the  Gentile  churc^eff,  on  his  journey  from  Jerufidem, 
and  that  for  many  years  he  held  communion  with  die 
dturch  of  Rome.  This  circumftance,  of  idelf,  is  a  ftiffi- 
dent  evidence  ditt  he  was  not  an  Ebionite.  « For  we  have 
die  unanimous  teftimony  of  antiquity,  that  the  Ebionites 
urged  die  nece£Bty  of  die  law  in  order  to  fidvation.  Thero- 
Soffe,  they  had  no  lellowfhip  with  die  uncircumcifiDd« 

But  we  have  diced  and  pofitive  evidence  that  Hegefip« 
pns  held  that  &idi  which  Eu&bius  accounted  orthodox. 
For  he  not  only  commends  his  fidelity  as  an  hiftoriani  lay- 

Vol.  n.  B     .       .  mgr 

«  Hift.  of  Cor.  Tol.  i.  pt  xc  f  1S«^«  Hift.  I.  iv.  c  t. 
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ingy  that  m  his  five  books  of  Ecclefiaftical  Afis  he  ^  had 
^^  left  the  moft  accurate  and  fiill  declaration  of  his  jiidg« 
^^  ment  concerning  the  £atith/'  and  calling  his  work  *^  a  £aith- 
'^  fill  hiftory  of  the  Apoftolical  preaching* ;"  but  he  ex- 
prefslj  commends  his  faith.  Thus  he  clafles  him  with 
Dionyfius  biihop  of  Corinth,'  Finjtus  bifhop  of  Crete,  Phi* 
lip,  Apollinaris  and  Melito,  Mulanus^  Modeftus,  (neu  nri 
TTcian  Eifiivauo()  ^^  and  above  all  IrenKUS :"  iaying  of  them 
ally  ''  whofe  orthodox  writings,  giving  an  account  of  the 
**  ap<^o^cal  tradition  of  the  found  fsdth,  have  come  down 
"  even  to  us."  The  language  is  fo  emphatic,  that  it  lo&s 
bj  any  tranflation  f.  As  if  all  this  had  been  too  flender  a 
teiKmonj  to  tlie  orthodoxy  of  his  opinions,  according  to 
the  ideas  of  Eufebius,  he  immediately  begins  the  next  chap* 
ter  with  a  further  commendation  of  him.  '^  Hegefippns, 
*^  indeed,  in  the  five  books  of  his  commentaries,  which  have 
'^  reached  our  times,  bath  left  us  the  moft  abundant  tefii- 
**'  monies  of  his  £uth.  For  he  writes  that,  on  his  journey 
**  to  Rome,  when  he  vifited  the  moft  of  the  biftiops,  he 
*'  received  from  them  all  the  very  lame  dodrine  %" 

Should  any  further  evidence  be  required,  we  have  clear 
proof  of  the  charader  of  thoie  with  whom  Hegefippus  is 
here  dafled.  For  Eufebius  relates  that  Dionyfius  wrote  an 
epifilc  to  the  Lacedenumians,  (o^AoJoiio^  MOftax^m)  <*  coq- 
**>  taining  the  do&rine  of  the  right  fsiith  $•"  That  this 
Dionyfius  was  of  the  fiune  faith  with  the  Roman  church, 
u  evident  from  the  charader  which  he  gives  to  her  bifliop 
Socer,  in  an  Epiftle  addrefled  to  that  church.  He  calls  him 
(e  itoMMoi^wi)  **  the  bleiled,"  faying,  tliat ''  as  a  moft  loving 
*^  Father  he  comfbrud  his  children  with  bUJfed  difcourfes  ||." 

Eufebius 

•  Tm  «TX«n  TufmM^M  rn  AirdoXiKv  xTpvyfutTOf.  Ibid. 

»>>^*fH  nmrnkU^  tfUit^tx.  Euf.  Hift.  L  IT.  c.  il. 
I  Ibd.  c.-iu  (  Ibid  c.  23.  I!  Ibid. 
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£ii£ebius  pardcularlj  commends  the  other  writers  men* 
tioned.  But  it  is  lofing  time  to  particularize.  For  he  has 
iaid  as  much  of  them  cblledively  as  can  jufUy  be  laid  of 
anj  human  writers.  He  ezpreMj  claiTes  Hegefippus  with 
Juftin  Martyr,  whom  he  calb  *'  a  mod  fincere  lover  of  the 
"  true  philofophj  *."  And  would  he  ever  have  done  10| 
'*  had  he  reckoned  that  Hegelippus  was  under  the  power  of 
**  a  malignant  demon,"  as  he  declares  concerning  the  £bio- 
nites? 

Thus  it  appears,  how  little  Socinians  have  to  boaft  )f  the 
teftimonj  of  Hegefippus.  Before  it  can  be  of  the  lead 
avail  to  them,  they  mufl  prove  that  Eufebius,  inilead  of' 
thinking  that  the  Ebionites  were  under  the  power  of  a 
malignant  demon,  was  himCelf  an  Ebionite.  For  if  He- 
gefippus delivered  '^  the  written  orthodoxy  of  the  Apoftoli- 
*^  cal  tradition  of  the  found  faith  *,"  if  he  did  fo  in  the  fanoje 
manner  with  Irenaeus,  with  whom  he  is  efpeciaUy  compar- 
ed ;  it  mufl  have  been  that  very  do&rine  which  was  orthodox 
in  the  eftimatlon  of  Eufebius  and  Irenaeus.  Hegefippus 
mufl,  therefore,  have  been  as  fully  perfuaded  as  either  of 
thefe^  that  thofe  whom  Dr  P.  calls  Unitarians  were  he- 
retics. 

Not  only  is  the  learned  Gentleman  deprived  of  the  fup- 
port  of  Hegefippus  -,  but,  of  confequence,  the  whc^e  fyflem 
of  fallacy  built  on  his  profefiion  and  teflimony  falls  to  the 
ground.  For  although,  with  refpe<^  to  the  former,  he  is 
boafted  of  as  ^'  a  Jewiih  Chriftian,"  it  appears  beyond  a 
doubt  that  this  fame  Jewifh  Chj-iflian  agreed  nor  only  with 
the  bifhops  of  Rome,  but  held  the  fiime  do6b:ine  as  Irenaeus 
and  Eufebius.  His  teflimony  is  of  as  little  avail  to  Soci- 
luans.  For  when  he  fays  that  all  the  biiho;>s,  whom  he 
converfed  with  on  his  way,  "  held  the  fame  dodlrine  that 
*'  i^as  taught — ^by  our  Lord/*  he  mufl  be  underflood  as 
fpeaking  of  that  doSrine  which,  himfelf  bcUeved  j    and 

•   B  a  we 

*  Ibid 4  lib.  vr.  Ci  1. 
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we  have  feen  that  his  faith  waa  that  which  die  church  caOs 
orthodox.  If  all  thefe  biihops  held  that  which  he  beHevcd 
to  be  the  true  faith,  it  muft  have  been  the  lame  which  he 
heard  at  Jemlalem.  '^ot  he  declares  that  the  church  there 
was  as  "  a  virgin  till  the  martjrdom  of  Simeon  *."  Hai 
he  received  a  new  faith  by  the  way,  he  would  hav«  ex- 
prefTed  himfelf  in  language  very  different.  May  we  Hot 
therefore  fay,  as  to  the  dodiine  referred  to  by  Regefippos, 
with  £u:  more  juitice  than  our  author,  "  What  could  diis 
*' be,  but  the  proper  Unitarian  dodrine"  of  a  three  one 
God,  ^^  held  by  the  believing  Jews  and  which  himfelf  had 
•*  been  taught  ?" 

Dr  P.  next  aflerts,  that  *•  Valefiiis,  the  branflator  of  Eu- 
'*  febiusy  was  of  opinion  that  the  hiftbry  of  Hegefippus  was 
^  negleded  and  loft  by  the  ancients,  becaufe  it  was  obfer- 
^<  ved  to  fevomr  the  Unitarian  dddrine."    This  gronndleis 
cavil  hath  long  ago  been  anfwered.    Vatefius  does  not  once 
fuggeft  a  fufpidon  that  Hegefippus  was    an  Unitarian.' 
Speaking  of  the  Inftitutions  of  Clemens,  he  indeed  fiiysi 
"  On  account  of  the  errors  (battered  through  them,  bemg 
'*  negleded,  they  at  length  perifhed.     Nor  do  I  know  any 
*'  other  reafon  why  the  books  of  Papias  and  Hegefippus, 
^  and  other  ancients,  are  loft  f."    On  this  it  mi^  be  fuf- 
ficient  to  repeat  what  the  learned  Bifhop  Bull  hath  £ud : 
*'  I  know  not  what  errors  of  his  Valeiius  intends  or  fofpeds* 
*'  For  the  ancient  Catholic  audiors  who  had  read  his  workv 
**  men  whom  V9»  muft  believe  rather  than  Valefius,  com- 
'*  mended  them  as  orthodox,  ufefid  and  wordiy  of  xead- 
*'  ingt."     If  we  are  to  form  fuch  an  eftimate  of  Hegefip* 
pus,  from  the  circomftance  mentioned,  with  the  lame  pro* 
priety  may  we  conclude  that  Papias  was  an  Unitarian: 

whereas 

*  Ettf.  Hift.  1.  iii.  c.  32. 
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vrliereas  Ae  aadisntB  meatioa  his  error  only  as  to  tbe  doc- 
trine of<a  Ikeral  Milleniumy  and  reprdimt  him  as  a  weak 
and  crednkms  writer  ^.  An  inftanoe  of  fo  grols  a  miftake 
about  the  wonb  of  Valefius  may  fisidsfy  the  reader  of  the 
neceffity  of  taking  the  teftimony  of  a  certain  clafs  of  wri* 
ters  widi  a  confiderabk  reienre.  It  would  appear,  indeed, 
tliat  the  Dofior  had  not  taken  the  trouble  to  confnk  Va- 
lefius htmielf.  He  quotes  his  words,  juft  as  diey  had  been 
fvmerly  perverted  by  Znid^er,  and  fome  odier  Socinian 
writers ;  without  pajring  Ae  leaft  regard  to  the  anfwers  gi- 
ven them  'bj  thole  who  have  wrote  on  the  other  fide  of  the 
4|ueftic(nf. 

The 

«  Eafeb.  Hift.  L  lit   c.  39. 

f  Since  tbe  preceding  remarks  were  written,  I  have  obfenred  that  Dr 
P.  in  his  c^rrefpoodence  with  Dr  Horfley,  has  acknowledged  that,  inftead 
of  what  is  here  averted,  he  ihould  have^iaid  that  Valefius  was  of  opinion 
that  this  hiftory  was  negle^ed  and  loft  *'  on  account  oTthe  errors  whidi 
«  it  contained,  aad  that  thole  errors  could  not  be  fuppofed  to  be  any 
**  other  than  thofe  of  the  Unitarians  :*'  adding,  •<'  If  I  had  confulted  the 
**  paflj^e  at  that  time.  I  certainly  ihould  have  expreflcd  myfelf  in  that 
'*  more  cautious  manner  *■'*    But  it  mnft  be  evident  that,  the  learned 
writer  is  fiur  more  ipariog  in  retracing,  thaM  in  aflerting.    In  the  former 
work,  tins  hiftory  is  (aid  to  have  been  **  negledled  and  loft  by  the  an- 
'*  cients,  becanle  it  was  obferved  to  favour  the  Unitarian  dodrine.**    In 
this,  that  it  was  *'  on  account  of  the  errors  which  it  contained.**     In  the 
former,  the  whole  burden  is  laid  on  Valefius.     But  here  the  Doctor  takes 
it  on  his  own  ihoulders,  aflliring  us  that  no  other  errors  could  be  fup* 
pofed  than  tho(e  of  Unitarians.     It  is  ftill  taken  for  granted  that  the  Fa- 
thers did  obierve  errors  in  this  hiflory,  and  that  they  neg  levied  it  on  this 
account ;  although  all  this  tcfts  folely  on  the  mere  conje<5lure  of  ^  wri- 
ter in  the  laft  century,  it  is  alfo  alTumed  that  thefe  could  be  no  other  than 
the  Unitarian  dodlrines.    In  the  Hiftory  of  Early  Opinions,  when  this  a& 
fertiop  appears  for  tbe  -third  time,  it  is  reduced  a  little  further,    Th« 
works  of  Hegeiippns  were  *'  neglecfled  and  loft,  on  account  of  the  errors 
««  they  were  juppofed  to  contain  :'*  and  ''  thofe  comXA  )iurdly  be  any  other 
**  than  the  Unitarian  dodrine  f  .**    It  is  to  be  hoped  that  if  this  Hiftory 
be  revifed  by  Dr  P.,  the  ncK^ftep  will  be  to  throw  oot  the  paflage  entirely. 
But  indeed,  reafoning  cm  mere  conje^Ore  may  deferve  a  place  in  a  Hi- 
ftory which  in  general  can  boaft  of  no  better  a  foundatiotu 
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•  The  Doftor  adds,  that  the  hiftory  of  Hcgcfippus  «  might 
*^  be  lels  efteemed  on  account  of  the  very  plain  unadorned 
**  ftjlc,  in  which  all  the  ancients  fky  it  is*  written."     It  is 
difficult  to  believe  that  Dr  P.  could  be  convinced  of  die 
juitnefs  of  this  inference  when  he  deduced  it.     For  he  muft 
have  obferved  that  in  thefe  verj  paflages  of  the  ancients, 
in  which  the  &y\e  of  Hegefippus  is  mentioned  as  being 
pluin  and  unadorned^  thej  commend  it  on  this  verj  account. 
For  this  reafon  Eufebius  feems  to  ufe  the  ezpreffion,  onrMi- 
vti  "na^wTw^  "  zjincere  hiftory,"  if  we  may  apply  the  Eng- 
Uih  word  in  this  fenfe :  and  he  connefis  it  with  anr^nnmi 
ffWToiu  y^apvii,  "  the  moft  fimple  ftyle  of  writing."     But 
did  this  detract  from  his  celebrity  ?  On  the  contrary,  Eu- 
febius fpeaks  of  him  in  the  higheft  terms,  tywfiirro  *•    In- 
deed, the  natural  idea  fuggefted  by  the  connexion  is,  that 
he  had  been  encouraged,  from  thb  internal  evidence  of  fi- 
delity, to  reft  on  the  teftimony  of  Hegefippus  in  the  many 
things  which,  he  fays,  he  had  extraded  from'  him.    Jerome 
alfo  teftifies  that  he  had  **  comprifed  his  five  books  in  as 
*'  fimple  a  ftyle,  as  if  he  had  ftudied  to  exprels,  in  the 
**  manner  of  his  writing,  the  charader  of  thofe  whofe  con- 
<'  duft  he^  imitated  f."     Gobarus  is  alfo  quoted  by  Photius, 
as  declaring  that  Hegefippus  was  '*  an  ancient  apoftolical 
**  man  J." 

Dr  P.,  in  his  Hiftory  of  Early  Opinions,  goes  over  the 
fame  ground,  with  refpeft  to  Hegefippus,  only  his  courfe  is 
fomewhat  more  circuitous. 

In  reply  to  the  obje6lion,  that  Hegefippus  had  omitted 
the  Cerinthi^ns,  he  fays  that  he  can  fee  nothing  extraordi- 
nary in  •*  thb,  as  they  were  only  one  branch  of  the  Gno- 
**  ftics,  feveral  of  whom  are  in  his  lift  ;  and  it  is  not  impro- 
f  bable  ^hat  t|iefe  Cerinthians,  having  been  one  of  the 

<'earlie^ 
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^  earliefl  branches^  might  have  been  very  inconfiderablet 
*'  perhaps  extind  in .  hb  time.  I  do  not  know,"  he  fays, 
that  they  are  mentioned  by  any  ancient  .writer  as  exiil- 
ing  fo  late  as  the  time  of  Hegefippus  V  It  is  juft  as 
extraordinary  that  the  Cerinthians  fhoald  be  omitted,  as 
that  there  fliould  be  no  mention  -oi  the  Ebionites.  Irenaeus 
was  cotemp<Mwry  with  Hegefippus ;  and  while  he  reckons 
the  Ebionites  heretics,  he  gives  a  lefs  particular  account  of 
them,  than  of  the  Cerinthians.  According  to  our  author's 
plan,  we  may  therefore  fuppofe  that  the  former  were  then 
lefs  4:<nifideraUe  than  the  latter. 

His  oonjedure,  that  Hegefippus  would  be  no  wife  alarm- 
ed at  the  dodxine  of  the  de^ty  of  Chrift,  is  certainly  a  mod 
unnatural  one.  *'  That  Hegefippus,  though  an  Unitarian 
^*  himfelf,  fliould  fpeak  as  he  does  of  the  fiate  of  opinions 
'*  in  the  feveral  churches  which  he  vifited^  as  then  retaining 
the  true  faitb^  is,  I  think,  very  jiatural.  The  only  herefy 
that  difturbed  the  Apoftle  John,  was  that  of  the  Gnoilics; 
«(  ^d  all  the  eleven  kinds  of  herefies  enumerated  by  this 
t*  writer,  are  probably  only  [iifFerent  branches  of  that  one 
•"  gisat  herefy.  If,  therefore,  the  churches  which  he  vtfit« 
<<  ed  were  free  from  Gnofticifm,  he  would  naturally  fay 
^^  that  they  retained  the  true  faijth.  For  as  to  the  do&rine 
'^  of  the  perfonification  of  the  Logos^^  held  then  by  Jullin 
^^  Martyr,  and  perhaps,  a  few  others,  it  was  not,  in  its  on- 
''  gin,  fo  very  alarming  a  thing ;  and  very  probably  this 
'*  plain  man  had  not  at  all  confidered  its  nature  and  ten- 
"  dency,  if  he  had  heard  of  if  +•"  The  dodrine  of  the  Lo- 
gos, as  held  by  Juftin,  muft  have  been  fully  as  alarming  to 
an  Unitarian  as  any  tenet  of  the  Gnoflics.  For,  according 
to  his  views,  it  muft  have  totally  change'd  the  perfon  of  the 
Saviftur,  giving  him  a  divine  ipftead  of  a  human  perfon. 
It  muft  have  changed  the.  whole  frame  of  the  Mofaic  dif- 

penfationj 
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penfitdon ;  for  Jufiin  afcribed  it  to  ^the  Logos*    It  mxA 
have  changed  the  very  nature  of  worihip,  and  ift  tho  opi- 
nion of  an  Unitarian,  have  introduced  the  adoratiim  of  more 
Gods  than  one.  For  Jofiin  exhibits  the  Logos  as  the.objcft 
ofworihip.    It  mu{t  have  given  a  reprefientatioft  of  At 
Divine  Being  entirely  new,  as  fubfifting  }n  thne  perfew, 
inftead  of  one.    For  Juftin  maintained  the  deity  and  diflind 
perfonality  of  the  Holy  C%oft.    What  fart  oi  Gbrifiiao, 
then,  mail  Hegefit>pus  have  been,  who  found  fome  wh9 
changed  the  perfon  of  the  Saviour,  the  whole*  frame  of  the 
Mofaic  QBconomy,  the  nature,  and  the  very  dbjeft  of  wor- 
ihip ;  and  yet  gave  an  ezprefs  teftimony  in  their  &vocir,  a^ 
retaining  ibe  truefakh  f  How  could  he,  as  an  honeft  maot 
fity,  that  they  <*  all^eld  the  lame  do^ine  which  was  pro- 
*'  claime4  by  the  law^  by  the  prophets,  and  by  our  Lonl 
^  himfelf  ?"    In  this  cafe  muft  not  truth  and  error,  divinity 
and  humanity,  have  been  the  iame  in  his  account  ?  Hcge/ 
fippus  was  a  plain  writer.    But  would  our  author  theace 
infer  that  he  was  a  fool,  a  man  fo  very  plain  that  he  oooM 
not  perceive  the  dreadful  wickedneis  of  polytheifm  an^ . 
idolatry  ?  If  this  was  the  dafe,  why  is  the  Doftor  fa  anxious 
to  have  the  honour  of  his  teftimohy  ? 

He  fiiggefts  a  dofd:rt  as  to  Hegefippus  having  fo  much  as 
heard  of  this  doArine.  But  it  drops  in  very  aukwardly  at 
the  end  of  a  fentence,  as  if  afliamed  to  make  its  appearance: 
*<-'*  if  he  had  heard  of  it."  Even  fuppofing  this  dodrine 
to  have  been  introduced  by  Juftin,  and  that  all  Chriftians 
had  foriperly  been  Unitarians ;  it  is  totally  incredible  diat 
•  they  Ihoold  not  have  been  exceedingly  and  univerlally 
alarmed  at  the  very  mention  of  what,  if  they  were  fuck 
Unitarians  as  Dr  P.,  muft  have  appeared  to  them  the  doc- 
trine of  a  plurality  of  Gods.  But  there  is  no  fymptdm  of 
alarm.  The  Dofior  himfelf  as  we  have  formerly  (een, 
acknowledges  that  this  is  ,^0i«rMi{f  McertfOTi&i^       Inbts 
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Ghronolqgyv  be  docs  not  make  Hegefippu  to./&»f^  d 
feveta  jetCB  after  the  A*^  of  Joftin.    Was  the  Mai^'a 
iLo&dnt  all  tbis dmedead and  buried  with  him ? 

So  extremely  ill-^Hinded  is  the  Doftor's  conjefturei  that 
£ufebii]s,  in  one  ^ace  where  he  mentions  Hegefip{N% 
clearly  itttimates  dut  he  could  be  no  flranger  to  the  doQrii^ 
of  Juftin  MartjT)  whatever  it  had  been.  **  Bat  Pius,"  he 
fays,  '*  djing  in  the  fifteenth  year  of  his  epiicopace  at  Rome^ 

Anioetns  fiiooeeded  him  in  this  office.    Hq^efippos  i^ 

littcsthatialns  time  became  to  Rome,  and  abode  till  the 
**  eptfcopate  of  Eleutherus.  jit  that  time^  above  all  aiber$ 
*^  floux^ed  Joffin,  vnder  the  habit  of  a  philofopher  preach* 
^  in^  the  word  of  God,  and  contending  earneftly  for  the 
^'  faith  in  his  writings.— For  at  that  timehe  dw§lt  at  Rome  *«^ 
Some  have  underftood  the  laft  expreffionfas  fignifjring 
that  he  hM  difpmiatioiu  there.  This  is  aflerted  bj  Jerqm  (t 
and  alfo  by  Photius  |.  Eufebios  elfewhere  informs  os 
that  he  ptiblicly  disputed  with  Crefcens,  a  Cynic  Phi* 
lofqpher,  who  aocufed  him  to  the  JBmperor  §•  But  at  any 
rate,  he  was  a  perfon  efpecially  diftinguiihed  at  Rome;  It 
would  fteem  fix^m  the  account  given  by  Euiebius,  that  He* 
gefipus  refided  there,  before  the  martyrdom.of  Juftin.  Thus» 
it  is  probable  that  Vhey  were  both  at  Rome  at  the  fiune 
time.  However  thi»  flfould  be,^  it  is  ablofaitely  inconcei- 
Table  ^diat  Hegefippus  could  be  a  ftranger  to  the  dofirine  of 
a  perfon  fo  famous. 

Before  tbis  period,  the  doftrine  of  Juftin  muft  have  been 
well  known  through  Afia  Minor.  For  it  was  at  EphefiiSp 
the  metropolis,  that  he  had  his  difpute  with  Trypho  ♦♦. 
The  Dodor  tmdoubtedly  fuppofes  that  the  churdi  of  Ephe* 
fns,  which  had  been  fe  lately  under  the  care  of  the  Apoftle 

Jdm, 
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John,  (UU  retained  its  Vmtarian  orthodoxy.  As  Joftin  b 
folly  and  freely  declared  his  fentiments  to  Trypho  and  the 
Jews  who  were  with  kim,  they  could  be  no  (ecret  at  £phe- 
fiis.  Indeed,  there  is  nof  the  lead  reafon  to  think  that  be 
would  txfoSt  tliem  to  Jews,  and  4x>nceal  them  from  hit 
Chriftian  brethren  there.  If  the  Dodor's  hypothefis  be 
joQ,  they  OEiuft,  therefore,  immediately  hare  proclaimed 
him  ft  heretic,  and  renounced  aU  connei^on  with  him,  as 
one  who  betrayed  the  caufe  of  Chriftianity  to  its  Uttereft 
enemies,  by  fetting  up  new  Gods.  Juftin,  inflead  of  being 
afterwards  well  received  at  Rome^  another  UniiariaM 
church,  would  have  been  univerfally  flianned  as  aperverter 
of  the  &ith,  nay,  as  a  grols  idolater.  Jnfiead  of  being  bo- 
noured  as  a  Martyr,  his  name  would  have  been  branded 
with  indelible  infamy. 

But  Dr  P.  has  fbme  more  conjedures  in  seferve  for  us. 
^  Hegefippus,"  he  iays,  *'  as  an  Unitariai^  belieyed  thatall 
^  the  extraordinary  power  exerted  by  Chrift  was  that  of 
^  the  Father,  refiding  in  him,  and  fpeaking  and  ading  by 
*^  him,  and  he  might  imagine  that  thefe  philofophizing 
'^  Chriftians,  men  of  great  name,  and  a  credit  to  the  caufe, 
**  held  in  fad  the  iame  thing,  when  they  faid  that  this  logos 
^  of  theirs  was  not  the  logos  of  the  Gnoftics^  but  that  of 
**  John  the  Evangelift,  or  the  wifdom  and  power  of  God 
^  himlelf.  And  though  this  might  appear  to  him  as  a 
**  thing  that  he  could  not  well  underftand,  he  might 
**  not  think  that  there  was  any  herefy  or  much  harm  in  it. 
Had  he  been  told  (but  this  he  could  only  have  had  from 
infpiration)  that  this  fpecious  perfonification  of  the  di- 
vine Logos,  would,  about  two  centuries  afterwards,  end 
«*  in  the  dofhine  of  the  perfcfi  equality  of  the  Son  with  the 
^  Father,  this  plain  good  man  might  have  been  a  little 
**  ftartW." 
All  this  is  fo  extremely  (hallow,  that  nothing  but  the 
2  abfojute 
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ite  iodefenfibleneis  of  the  caafe  could  hare  forced  it 
die  pen  of  our  learaed  author.    If  what  he  aflerts  be 
Jiat  **  it  does  not  appear  that  an  j  Jew,  of  ancient  or 
lem  times,  ever  deduced"  the  dodrine  of  the  Trinitj 
the  Old  Teftament ;  if  **  the  Jews  always  interpreted 
LT  fcriptures  as  teaching  that  God  is  fimply  one^  with- 
diftindion  of  perfons ;  and  that  the  lame  being,  that 
perlbny  that  made  the  world,  did  alfo  fpeak  to  the  pa- 
irchs  and  prophets,  without  the  intervention  of  an j 
er  beings  befides  angels  * ;  if  it  would  have  made  a 
digious  change  in  the  ideas  which  the  Apoftles  enter- 
led  concerning  Chriil"  to  pais  '^  from  that  of  a  man 
'  tbemfelves-^Xo  that  of  the  moft  high  Gody  Or  one  who 
I  in  any  fenfe  their  maker  or  preferver  t  i"  can  it  be 
imagined  that  this  fuppofed  new  doftrine  would  caufe 
[arm  whatfoever  to  Hegefippus,  a  Jewijb  Chriliian  ? 
he  not  have  known  that  Juflio  and  his  brethren  main- 
d  that  this  Logos  fubfifted  from  etemit j ;  that  the  Fa- 
by  him  made  the  worlds ;  that  it  was  he  who  fpoke  to 
matriarchs,  and  declared  himfelf  to  be  the  I  All,  the 
of  Abraham,  Ifaac,  and  Jacob ;  that,  as  a  perfon,  he 
numerically  diftinft  from   the  Father  % ;  that  he  was 
in  attribute,  but  begottten ;  that  he  was  true  God,  and 
Uy  entitled  to  religious  worfhip  with  the  Father ;  that 
litcd  the  divine  and  human  natures  in  himfelf?  Could 
sfippns,  notwithftanding,  fuppofe  that  there  was  not 
y  herefy,  or  much  harm  in  it  ?"   Would  he  be  totally 
Ferent  to  what  the  Do&or  is  pleafed  to  call  *'  the  rife 
Chriltian  idolatry  \V*  AiTertions  of  this  kind  are  fo 
I  an  infult  to  the  human  undemanding,  as  fcarcely  to 
rve  an  anfwer.     If  Hegefippus  was  capable  of  enter- 
ing fuch  ideas,  he  did  not  believe  the  unity  of  God  in 

the 
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the  SodniaD  feofe.  This  oertaialj  is  Oe  trath*  He  far 
neither  btr§/y  oor  barm  is  the  dodnne  of  Jaftin ;  hficmk^ 
m  we.  have  proved,  ic  wm  his  ofini. 

Dr  P.  farther  frys  •»  •^  That  Eofebios  and  otheis  flMtU 
^  fpeak  of  Hegefippos  with  refped*  (from  which  it  httk 
^  been  argued  that  he  could  not  poffibl j  have  bcca  n 
^  Ebiouite)  appears  to  me  nothing  extraocdinarj,  thoofjk 
^  it  Iboiild  have  been  known  to  them  that  he  wascmci  eoa- 
**  fidering  that  they  qoote  him  ooij  as  an  hiftorian  ;  anl 
**  fappofiag  what  is  very  probahic,  that  he  did  not  treat  of 
**  doArinal  matters,  but  confined  him£df  to  the  aAs  of  tbe 
«*  ApoiUes»  (/c«— cfpecially  as  he  was  the  only  hiftonan  ef 
**  that  age»  and  had  always  been  hdd  in-eAeem  V    Al- 
thoogb  it  were  tme  that  they  qnoted  him  only  as  an  hifto* 
riant  had  he  been  as  blind  and  in&tnatcd  as  Dr  P.  fnppofei, 
he  would  have  been  unworthy  of  relied  in  thb  chnraAer^ 
How  could  he,  who  perceived  no  harm  in  avowedly  iiettiag 
up  another  » the  God  of  hb  fitthcis,  one  whom,  he  mnl 
have  believed,  ik^  kmfw  moi^  be  qualified  to  write  die  hi- 
ftory  of  the  church,  todiftinguilhtruthfrom  error,  or  know 
one  hcrefy  from  another  ?  Had  Eufefains  knowm  him  to  be 
an  Ebiouite,  and  yet  to  write  as  he  £df  he  never  would 
have  reckoned  him  worthy  to  be  quoted. 

But  EnfebiuB  does  not  quote  him  m  an  hiftorian  only. 
For,  as  we  have  teen,  according  to  the  teftioBony  of  that 
writer,  Hegefippua  *^  hod  left  the  mott  accurate  ond  fiiUde- 

jwdgmcttt 


five,  he  calk  his  work,  in  conoexicn  with  foosc  othcss, 
**  the  wxtttett  QCthkMUsy  or  the  apoKofacal  tradxCMm  of  the 
**  tuand  bith.**    Can  any  attetbtioB  be  iiiongei  ? 

"^  C4n  khe  iuppaiA,^  the  Oodor  adds^  **  thxt  Eo&hiuB, 
*  in  cxpndUv  quuriTy  anctent  author  itinai  agaxaft  thule  who 
*^  hM  dbe  optnnm  ot  the  fimpk  hum.viTrr  of  Chrrl,  would 


>«=^ 


[t.  am9tif  yewi/h  Ctfifiiam^ 

lave  eked  Hegefippns,  as  wdl  as  Irenseos^  Jnfiia 
-.jt^  and  others,  if  he  could  have  found  any  thing  in 
br  his  pnrpofe  ?  This  may  be  confidered  as  a  proof 
diere  was  nothing  in  his  work  QnfiiYomble  to  the 
ine  of  die  Ebionitea*  A  negative  argument  can 
J  be  ftronger  than  this.  Had  there  been  any  pre« 
for  quoting  Hegefippoa  as  a  maintainer  of  die  divi- 
of  Chriftf  he  would  certainly  have  been  mentioned 
eference  to  JufUn  M artyr»  or  any  others  in  the  lift  > 
nly  becaufe  he  was  an  earlier  writer,  but  chiefly  b6- 
be  was  one  of  the  Jewifh  ChnfUans,  'mho  are  well 
^n  not  to  have  favoured  that  opinion  *•"  Akhon^ 
leen  the  cafe  that  Eufebius  could  not  find  any  th'mg 
efippus  exprefsiy  againft  the  EbioniteSy  yet  this 
rove  nothing  as  to  the  queftion  in  debate,  for  the 
vas  not  a  polemical  writer.  He  did  not  enter  die 
linft  the  heretics  in  his  time  like  the  reft  mentioned 
ebius ;  but  only  in  general  declared  the  true  faith, 
ig  to  the  apprehenfion  of  Eufebius.  For  this  plain 
m  was  not  one  of  thofe  hiftorians  who  deal  more  in 
uts,  than  in  fads. 

ay  with  equal  propriety  be  aiked,  why  Eufelnus 

t  cite  him  againft  the  Cerinthians,  Nicolaitans,  and 

Nay,  with  far  more  reafon,  why  he  is  not  quoted 

the  Simonians,  but  Juftin  and  Irenanis  only  ?  Does 

ebius  expreisly  mention  thefe  heredcs  as  in  the  lift 

y  Hegefippus  ?  Is  it  not,  therefore,  as  natural  to 

that  fome  thing  particular  might  be.  found  in  his 

kgainft  them  ?  Yet  Eufebius,  though  he  fpendt  a 

ong  chapter  againft  thefe  heredcs,  never  once  al- 

Hegefippus.   Why  does  he  not  quote  this  hiftorian 

iie  Marcionites,  a  fed  particularly  meiftibned  by 

pus  ?    But  IrensBus  is  preferred  f;    Why  is  there 

.  not 
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not  a  reference  to  hiniy  in  the  accounts  given  hj  Eo^bins 
of  U^e  MenandrianSy  Carpocratians,  Vakntinians,  Baiifi- 
diansy  and  SaturnilianSi  though  all  thefe  are  enumerated 
hj  Hegelippns  as  heretics  *  ?  When  the  Do&or  ^  aa« 
fwered  thefe  quefiions,  he  may  propofe  the  other  with  t 
better  grace. 

When  our  author  fays,  that  Uegefippus  ought  to  ban 
been  mentioned  in  preference  to  Juftin,— 'becaufe  he  wai 
an  earlier  writer ;  he  quarrels  with  himfelf.  For  inhk 
Chronology,  he  fays  that  Juftin  died  A.  163,  and  that  He- 
gefippus  flourijbid  A.  170.  Arguments,  meant  to  cartj 
convidion  to  the  mind,  demand  a  little  more  attentioiu 
When  he  gives  it  as  another  reafon  of  the  fame  thing,  that 
Hegeiippus  *'  was  one  of  the  Jewifli  Chriftians,  who  are 
''  well  known  not  to  have  favoured**  the  dodrineof  our  Sa- 
viour's divinity ,  he  begs  what  he  has  (till  to  prove.  And 
unlets  more  fubfiantial  evidence  be  produced,  it  will  never 
be  proved  to  the  iatisfadion  of  any  unbiafled  mind« 

The  Dodor  may  plume  himfelf  as  much  as  he  pkafai 
on  the  ftrength  of  his  negative  proof.  It  can  be  of  no 
avail  in  oppofition  to  what  is  pojitive^  And  we  have  at 
ready  demonftrated  that  Hegefippus,  in  the  eftioiatioo  ef 
the  Catholic  church  f,  held  the  orthodox  faith. 

But  Dr  P.  is  not  done  with  this  article,  "  The  manner^** 
he  fays,  '^  in  which  Hegeiippus  quotes  the  gofpel  of  the 
*'  Hebrews,  was  fuch  as  led  Eufebius  to  think  that  he  was 
*'  an  Hebrew  Chriilian.     ^  He  quotes  fome  things  from 

*  the  gofpel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  and  the  Syriac,  and 

*  efpecially  in  the  Hebrew  tongue,  (hewing  that  he  was 

•*  one 

•  Ibid.  1.  IT.  c.  7. 

t  It  netds  (carcely  be  mentioned,  that  when  this  phrafe,  the  CathiSc 
churchy  is  occaGooally  introduced,  it  is  not  nfed  in  the  fenfe  in  which  it  is 
aiTogantlj  appropriated  by  the  church  of  Rome,  but  in  that  common  with 
early  writers,  as  denoting  the  great  body  of  Chriitians  profeffionally  adhe- 
ring to  the  dodrine  of  our  Lord  and  his  Apoftles,  in  contradiftto^ioa 
from  the  rarious  cUflet  of  hcrttics. 


tt 
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^  one  of  the  Hebrew  Chriftians  */  We  maj,  therefore, 
^  conclude,  that  he  quoted  it  with  refped ;  and  this  was 
*^  not  done  except  by  thofe  who  were  Ebionites,  or  who 
^'  favoured  their  opinions.  As  Hegefippus  wrote  in  Greek, 
**  he  muft  have  been  acquainted  with  the  Greek  gofpel, 
and  therefore  muft  have  quoted  that  of  the  Hebrews 
from  choice,  and  not  from  neceffity  f  •"  The  reafoning  ; 
here  is  very  Angular.  Hegefippus  quoiis  fome  things 
from  the  Hebrew  gofpel ;  therefore,  he  quoted  it  with  re* 
fpe£i.  Therefore,  he  was  an  Ebionite.  But  we  deny  the 
firft  confequence ;  and  therefore,  the  fecond.  Hb  quotin jf 
it  is  no  proof  as  to  the  defign  or  manner  of  the  quotation. 
As  little  is  it  any  evidence  of  his  being  an  Ebionite.  For 
by  a  parity  of  reaibn,  it  might  be  urged  that  Ignatius  was 
not  only  an  Hebrew  Chriftian,  but  an  Ebionite;  as  he 
gives  a  palTage  from  that  gofpel  in  his  epillle  to  the  church 
of  Smyrna  t*  Had  we  as  little  of  the  writings  of  Clemens 
Alexandrinus  as  of  Hegefippus,  the  fame  conclufion  might 
be  formed  \  for  he  expreisly  cites  this  gofpel  $•  Accord* 
ing  to  this  rule,  had  we  known  nothing  more  of  Jerom, 
than  that  he  tranflatcd  this  gofpel,  with  far  more  pro- 
bability might  it  have  been  inferred  'that  he  was  an 
Ebionite.  For  furely,  the  tranflation  of  a  work  Is  a  much 
greater  evidence  of  refpeB^  than  the  mere  quotation  of  it." 
But  might  not  Hegefippus  quote  this  gofpel  in  regard  to 
fome  circumftances  not  mentioned  in  the  other  gofpels,  as 
Ignatius,  Clemens  Alexandrinus  and  others  have  done  \ 
without  giving  it  any  preference,  or  even  placing  it  on  a 
level  with  them  ?     Thus  Origen  quotes  it ;  "  not  for  au- 

"  thority,". 

HUiu    Hid.  1.  iv«  c.  22.  p.  184. 
t  Vol.  iii.  p.  228.  as  corrc^d  voL  iv.  p.  38<r., 
I  Vid.  Grabe  Spicilcg.  vol.  i.  p.  -25. 
§  Siromat.  lijj.  ii.  p.  278, 
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^  thbrity/'  as  he  fajrs,  **  but  onlj  for  the  manifefhtioii  of  |i 
•*  his  prefient  parpofe  *." 

If  all  the  Hebrew  Chrifiians  of  that  age  had  been  Ebka- 
ites,  and  if  Hegefippus  alfo  in  his  work  had  diUcorered  hii 
attachment  to  their  doftrine,  either  as  to  die  perfoci  of 
Chrift  or  the  ceremonial  law,  Eofebius  would  have  bid  no 
occafion  to  mention  fo  dubious  a  circumftance,  as  tiiit  of 
Hegefippus  quoting  the  gofpel  to  the  Hebrews,  as  a  proof 
of  his  being  one  of  them. 

If,  as  Dr  P.  infinuates,  the  prejudice  of  Enfebius  ^  t* 
**  gainft  the  Unitarians  of  his  own  time"  was  fo  flrongr 
that  he  did  not  incline  to  difcover  the  peculiar  perfnalios  of 
Hegefippus  f  9  it  mud  follow  that  Eufebius  had  not  the  r^ 
moteft  idea,  that  his  fpeaking  of  this  writer  as  ^  a  Jewift 
^  Chrifiian,'*  necefiarily  implied  that  he  was  an  Ebtonite. 
Otherwife,  our  author  muft  fuppofe  that  Eufebius  wis  ft 
filly,  as  not  to  be  able  to  keep  his  own  fecret,  even  when  bo 
wiflied  to  do  it.  Is  it  iaid  that  Eufebius  could  not  propofe 
to  conceal  the  profeffion  of  Hegefippus,  becanfe  it  mnS 
have  been  as  well  known  as  his  name  or  writings ;  but 
from  his  prejudice  againft  the  Ebionites,  did  not  incline  ex* 
prefsly  to  mention  his  connexion  with  them  ?  But  how  did 
Eufebius  dare  to  de&ribf  him  as  an  orthodox  writer ;  when 
ever  J  one  who  knew  the  charader  of  Hegefippus  mnfthtve 
had  it  in  his  power  to  charge  Eufebius  with  a  wilful  faHe* 
hood ;  when  he  muft  thus  have  expofed  his  own  charader 
to  eternal  difgrace  ? 

The  words  of  Eufebius  do  not  imply  that,  in  his  appre- 
benfion,  there  was  any  thing  peculiar  in  the  Chriftiaaity 
of  Hegefippus.  They  feem  only  meant  to  exprefs  his  opi- 
nion that  the  ancient  hiftorian,  by  quoting  the  Hebrew 
gofpel,  **  fliewed  that  he  was  a  believer  of  Hebrew  ex- 
**  trad."  If  any  one  fliould  conclude,  from  the  language  of 
Eufebius,  that  Hegefippus  alfo  quoted  from  the  Syriac  ver- 

e.  fioo 

•  Tna.  %.  in  Matth.  f  Hift.  of  Cor.  toI.  i.  p.  S. 


Ghnp.  II«  anumg  y^vfifb  Chiftians.  .    33 

fion  of  the  Nevr  Teftament ;  and  thenoe,  that  he  did  not, 
iike  the  Ebionit^  confine  himfelf  to  the  Hebrew  gofpel ; 
it  might  be  difficult  for  Dr  P.  to  prove  the  contrary.  It 
is  the  opinion  of  the  leamedy  that,  before  the  clofe  of  the 
firft  century,  or  at  leaft»  during  the  fecond,  there  was  a 
verfion  of  the  New  Teftament  in  the  Syriac  language  *. 
This  indeed  has  been  afcribed  to  the  Apoftle  Thaddeus* 
But  it  may  afterwards  appear,  that  there  is  more  direA  e- 
Tidence  that  Hegefippus  acluiowledged  thofe  books  as  ca^ 
Qonical,  which  were  rejeded  by  the  Ebionites. 

The  Do&or's  laft  proof  of  the  Unitarianifm  of  this  hi- 
fterian  is  thus  ^preiTed  :  ''  The  manner  in  which  tHege- 
^'  fippus  fpeaks  of  James  the  Juft,  is  much  more  that  of  an 
^<  Unitarian,  than  of  a  Trinitarian.  '  James  the  Juft/  fays 
^  Eufebitts,  ^  is  repre£ented  by  Hegefippus  as  faying,  Why 
'  do  you  aik  me  concerning  Jefus  the  Son  of  Man  f  }*  This 
^  looks  as  if  both  James  and  the  hiftorian  were  Unita- 
^  nans  {•"  But  this  proves  nothing  as  to  the  faith  of  He- 
gefippus bimfcjf.  For  whatever  were  the  words  of  Jan\es, 
if.  was  his  duty,  as  an  hiftorian  to  relate  them  faithfully. 
V/ere  any  Trinitarian  to  write  the  hiftory  of  Dr  P.  would 
it  be  neceftary  for  him,  in  order  to  avoid  the  imputation 
of  Herefy,  when  relating  the  D  odor's  words,  to  give  him 
the  language  of  Orthodoxy  /  Some  may  be  fo  fevere  as  to 
infinuate  that  our  author's  own  method  of  writing  hiftory 
is  ibmewhat  fimilar  to  this.  But  it  has  not  yet  become 
general.  Nor  has  it  the  fandion  of  antiquity.  If,  there- 
fore,  there  be  any  Unitarianifmr  here,  the  whole  charge 
muft  reft  on  James.  • 

The  life  of  this  appellation.  Son  of  Man^  can  no  more 
prove  that  James  was  an   Unitarisin,  than  that  our  Lord 

Vol.  II.  C  himfelf 

*  Mkhaelis  Leaoret,  fe^.  4S.  49.  Spaoheun.  Hiftor.  Ghriftian.  Saec.  a 
p.  650. 
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himfelf  maintained  this  dodrine.  For  there  is  no  evidence 
that  the  Apoftle  denied  him  a  faperior  charader.  Ckmfi- 
dering  his  purpofe,  it  was  the  mod  prpper  expreffion  that  he 
eould  ufe.  The  queftion  immediately  propoied  to  him 
was  *,  **  What  is  the  door  of  Jefus  who  was  cmcificd  ?" 
But  the  defign  of  the  qaeftion  ^>pears  firom  the  precedbg 
part  of  the  quotation.  Thence  we  learn,  that  '^  becaufe 
*'  many  of  the  rulers  believed,  there  was  a  tumult  of  the 
'^  Jews,  and  Scribes  and  Pharifees,  who  cried  out  that  the 
whole  people  were  in  danger  of  reckoning  that  Jefus  was 
the  Cbrift ;  that  therefore,  aflembling  together,  they  fiud 
to  James,  Reftraintthe  people,  we  intreat  thee,  as  they  are 
^  deceived  concerning  Jefus,  accounting  him  tbt  M^ffiai^ 
Now,  could  there  be  any  language  more  proper  than  that 
which  he  ufes  ?  Could  there  be  any  proof  of  Jefus  being 
indeed  the  MefSah,  more  convincing  than  that  which  he 
gives  ?  ^*  Why  do  ye  aik  me  concerning  Jefus  the  Son  of 
^  Man  ?  Even  he  fits  in  heaven  at  the  right  hand  of  the 
**  great  Power,  and  fhall  come  in  the  clouds  of  heaven." 
He  calls  Jefus  the  Son  of  Man^  becaufe  he  had  him(elf  ge- 
nerally ufed  this  phrafe  to  denote  his  incarnation ;  and  be« 
caufe  he  was  foretold,  under  this  name,  as  the  MeiBab, 
Dan.  vii.  13.  They  aiked  James  concerning  Jefus  as  Mif 
flab ;  and  he  gives  them  a  dired  anfwer.  To  his  croci* 
fixion,  mentioned  by  them,  he  oppofes  his  exaltation,  as  a 
proof  that  thofe  who  accounted  bim  tbf  Meffiah  were  not 
deceived.  A  mere  declaration  of  his  deity  would  not 
have  been  in  point.  But  it  is  materially  exprefled  in  thele 
words,  "  He  fits  at  the  right  hand  of  the  great  Power,  and 
^'  fliall  come  in  the  clouds."  We  have  formerly  ihown  in 
what  fenfe  the  Jews  underftood  this  language  *•  Wheyi 
our  Lord  exprefled  himfelf  in  this  manner,  before  the 
^unfel,  they  cried  out,  Blafpbemy  I  Indeed,  the  language 
^ere  afcribed  to  James,  is  nearly  the  fame  as  that  ol  our 

Ml- 
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Lord.  Hereafter  Jbatt  ye  fee  the  Son  of  Man  fitting  on  the 
right  hand  of  power y  and  coming  in  the  clouds  of  heaven ^ 
Mat.  zxvi.  64.  The  Jews  then  reckoned  that  Jefm  was 
guilty  of  blafphemj  againft  God.  But  when  the  fame  ez- 
preffions  and  Sentiments  are  ufed  bj  one  of  his  difciples, 
they  are  urged  by  a  ChriiHan  teacher,  as  a  proof  that  the 
fpeaker  confidered  him  as  a  mere  man,  . 

The  argoment  derived  from  the.  note  of  Valefius  has 
been  abeady  confidered,  as  far  as  it  regards  H^gefippus. 
But  as  Valefius  extends  his  refledion  to  thofe  works  of  Cle- 
mens  Alexandrinus  which  are  lofi,  our  author,  who,  like  a 
drowning  man,  grafps  at  every  twig,  endeavours  to  profit 
by  this  circumftsuice.  "  Though  Clemens,"  he  Cays  **  was 
**  not  an  Unitarian,  yet  he  never  caHs  Unitarians  heretics^ 
**'  and  fince  in  his  account  of  heretics  in  genertd,  which  are 
^'  pretty  firequent,  he  evidently  means  the  Gnoitics  only  ; 
**  and  therefore  virtually  excludes  Unitarians  from  that  de- 
^*'  Icription  of  men ;  it  is  by  no  mean^ .  improbable  but  that 
^  in  thofe  writings  of  his  which  are  lofi,  he  nught  have 
"  laid  things  direfily  in  favour  of  the  Unitarians  ♦."  Cle- 
mens takes  as  little  notice  of  the  Cerinthians  ;  though  they 
are  mentioned  by  Tertullian  a  writer  of  the  fame  age.  Is 
it  not  enough  that  Clemens,  even  in  the  judgment  of  our 
author,  was  not  an  Unitarian  ?  Muft  his  fincerity  be  doubt- 
ed, merely  becaufe  he  does  not  particularly  mention  thofe 
as  heretics,  whofe  principles  were,  contrary  to  his  ?  His  Jin- 
cerity  ?  I  fey ;  for  no .  man  can  truly  believe  the  Deity  of 
Chrift,  and  not  reckon  thofe  heretics  who  deny  it.  Is  it 
not  enough,  {hat  Clemens  maintained  a  dodhine  as  oppofite 

■ 

to  theirs  as  light  to  darknels  ? 

That  the  Jews  were  driven  out  of  Jerufalem  before  Cle- 
mens wrote,  is  undeniable.  Now,  Dr  P.  fays  \  "  What 
**  became  of  thofe  that  were  driven  out  of  the  city  by  A- 
*•  drian,  does  not  appear**— Their  numbers,  we  may  ^p- 

C  2    .  -  "  pofc, 
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**  pofe,  were  gradually  reduced,  till  at  length  they  became 
*^  txtm&  *."  When  our  author  makes  fuch  a  conceffion» 
he  cannot  J>lame  us,  if  we  reckcm  it  probable  that,  in  the 
time  of  Clemens,  thej  made  very  little  figure.  But  mere* 
I7  becaufe  he  does  not  call  them  heretics,  it  is  a  very 
ftrange  inference,  that  probably  he  '^  (aid  things  dire£Uy 
*'  in  thfcir  favour,"  in  thofe  of  his  writings  which  are  loiL 
The  amount  of  this  reafoning  is ;  ^^  It  is  known  that  his 
"  principles  were  the  very  reverfe.  But  as  he  feys  no- 
*^  thing  dire&ly  agdinji  tbem^  in  one  woirk ;  it  is  probable 
*'  that  he  faid  fomething  direfily  in  their  favour  in  ano« 
«  ther." 

But  after  all,  the  Doflor's  aiTertion  is  contrary  to  fad. 
In  the  fulleft  lift  of  heretics  given  by  Clemens  we  find  one 
clais  mentioned,  whieh  does  not  (eem  to  have  been  gene- 
rally attended  to.  After  fpecifying  thofe  who  are  denomi- 
nated from  the  name  of  their  leader,  as  the  Valentinians, 
Marcionites  and  Bafilidians  \  "  others,*'  (ays  he,  *'  receive 
"  their  nyne  from  a  place,  as  the  Peratici  f ."  Who  thefe 
are,  we  fliall  find  by  tracing  the  Judaizing  Chriftiana  after 
their  baniihment  from  Jerufalem.  Our  author  fays,  that 
^<  it  is  moft  probable  that  they  joined  their  brethren  at 
^'  Pella,  or  Benea  in  Syria,  from  whence  they  had  come  to 
^  refide  at  Jertifalem  t"  Here  Dr  P.  ieems  to  confound 
the  city  with  the  country  in  which  it  lay ;  or  rather,  Pe» 
raea,  a  country  beyond  Jordan,  fbiftly  comprehending  the 
pofleffions  of  the  tribes  of  Reuben  and  Gkul,  with  Banea. 
a  city  of  Syria  between  Antioch  and  Hierapolis.  The  re- 
gions referred  to  has.  ftill  been  called  Penca  by  the  mo- 
dems §,  and  in  this  they  are  fupported  by  the  authority  of 

the 

♦  Vol.  iii.  p.  13a. 

•f  Ai  )i  uw  fwt^f  iff  •!  n«{«l4«fru  Stromat,  lib.  7rp«  549. 
t  VoL  iii.  p.  131. 
*$  Whitby  in  Mttth.  nir.  z8,   Vmwttf,  Htft.  toL  i.  p.  Bii.  9A. 
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die  uKients.  Dr  P.  himfdf  acknowledges  that  £pipha« 
niu8  mentions  Penea  as  the  refidence  of  the  Nazarenes  *• 
This  region  is  called  Pereea  by  Jofephus,  who  fays  that 
Pella  is  its  boondarj  on  the  North  f •  Pella  was  the  name 
of  die  citj,  and  Peraea  of  the  country :  for  it  literally  fig- 
nifies  the  coimtry  v^or,  beyomdxhc  river  %• 

Ncdung,  therefore,  can  be  more  clear  than  that  the  Hi- 
fOTwoiy  who  '^  received  their  name  firom  their  fitnadcm/' 
were  die  inhabitants  of  TUpoua.  Theie,  in  the  efUmation 
of  CliemenSy  were  ^eretics :  and  our  author  does  not  refu£e 
tiiat  diey  were  Ebiomtes.  Thus  he  needs  not  flatter  him- 
£elf  that  Clemens,  in  thoffe  writings  which  are  loft  might 
have  ^  biA  tilings  diredly  in  favour  of  the  Unitarians ;" 
fince,  in  tiiofe  which  are  extant,  we  find  fbmediing  direfily 
ngmnfl  them.  Even  our  author  finds  it  neoefiary  to  ad- 
nut,  in  another  place,  that  it  may  ^  be  conjedured  that 
^^  €lemeat3  meant  the  Ebiomtes  by  the  Perdtici  §." 

In  the  fimie  chapter  in  which  Dr  P.  appropriates  Hege- 
fi^tis,  he  iptroduces  Theododon,  A^piila  and  Symmachus, 
as  men  of  eminence  among  Jewifli  Chriftians;  There- 
fore, we  may  turn  our  attention  a  little  to  diem.  I  need 
not'  fiiy,  diat  by  <»llHig  diem  Jrmjb  Cbriftians  he  means 
that  we  ihould  confider  them  as  Unitarians.  But  although 
diey  were  cMtfigned  to  him,  he  could  have  no  great  honour 
by  the  oomiemm. 

The  DoAor  informs  us  th^t,  according  to  Epiphanins, 
**  Theodetkm  was  fitft  a  Marcionke,  and  then  a  Jewiih  con- 

C  3  **  vert." 

*      *  H«r.  39*  Op^  vol.  i.  p.  123.  Earl.  Op.  vol.  iii.  p.  165. 

•(»{fl«<.     De  Bell  Judaic,  lib.  iii.  c.  2. 

I  yid.  lUlaiidi  Paleflina,  lib.  \,  q,  33.  p.  197.  Ub.  uL  p.  924/   Ceir 
Jiirii  Geograph.  Antiq.  vol.  ix.  lib.  iti.  c.  13.  p.  551.. 
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**  vert."  He  alfo  quotes  EuiebiuSi  as  fajring  that  **  Theo- 
**  dotidn  and  Aquila  were  both  Jewiih  profeljtes,  whom 
''  the  Ebionites  following^  believe  Chrift  to  be  the  fon  of 
**  Jofeph  ♦."  But  in  what  fenfc  was  Theodotion  a  **  Jewiih 
"  convert,"  a  "  Jewiih  profelyte  ?"  From  all  the  account 
given  by  our  author,  one  would  conclude  that  he  had  join- 
ed the  churcfi  of  Chriftian  Hebrews.  .  But  of  this  there  is 
no  proof.  After  .being  a  Marcipnite,  he  became  a  pro&ljte 
t;o  Judaifm.  According  to  Cave,  he  totallj  abandoned 
Chriftknity  f .  However,  he  has  not  mentioned  his  audio* 
ritj  for  this  aflertion.  Some  of  the  later  Fathers  reckoned 
Theodotion  an  Ebionite.  But  the  circumftance  diat  feems 
to  have  given  rife  to  this  opinion,  is  the  aflertion  of  Ire« 
naeus,  quoted  by  Eufebius,  that  the  Ebionites  were  fol- 
lowers of  him  and  Aquila.  As  Irenanis  is  giving  an  ac- 
count  of  their  verfions,  he  might  mean  no  more  than  that 
the  Ebionites  followed  them  in  their  tranflations  of  thofe 
.paflages  of  the  prophecies  which  had  been  urged,  by  the 
generality  of  Chriftians,  as  /  proo£i  of  the  miraculous  con- 
ception %.  Jerom  aflerts  that  this  tranflator  *^  continued  an 
**  unbeliever,  although  fome  confidered  him  as  an  Ebio- 
'<  nite  §."  Elfewhere  he  &ys  that  he  interprets  with  the 
poverty  of  an  Ebionite  ||. 

Aquila,  htiving  made  a  profei&on  of  Chriftianity,  was 
baptized.'  But  ilot  renouncing  judicial  aftrology,  to  which 
he  had  been  addi^d  from  his  youth,  but  devoting  him- 
felf  to  it  more  and  more»  he  waar  excommunicated.  Ran- 
kled at  this  difgrace,  he  denied  Chriftianity,  and  joined  with 
the  unbelieving  Jews ;  being  circumcifed,  and  becoming  a 

difciple 

*  Hift.  lib.  5.  c.  8.   Earl.  Op.  vol.  iii.  p.  219. 

f  Hid.  Literar.  vol.  i.  p.  48.  \  Ireo.  lib.  iii.  c.  24. 

$  Qni  utique  poft  adventum  Chrifti  incrcdalus  fuiti  licet  etim  qaidim 
dicant  Hebiooicam  qai  altero  genere  Judzos  eft.    Proctro.  in  Dan. 

I  Tbcodotio  aatem  Teic  quifi  pauper  ct  Hebionita,  Uc.    In  Habx  iii^ 
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difciple  of  Rabbi  Akiba,  a  moft  bitter  enemy  of  the  Chri* 
ftians.  He  applied  himfelf  with  great  diligence  to  the 
ftudj  of  the  Hebrew  language  ;  and  engaged  in  a  new  ver- 
fion  of  the  Old  Teflamenty  efpeciallj  that  he  might  oppofe 
the  verfion  of  the  Seventy,  and  pervert  the  tefUmonies  con- 
cerning Chrift  *.  Although  Jerom,  in  fome  inftances,  ap«- 
proves  of  his  verfioui  he  rejeds  it  in  others,  calling  him 
**  a  contentious  interpreter  f /'  As  Frenaeus  caUs  both  him 
and  Theodotion  Jewifh  profelytes^  either  he  did  not  confider 
them  as  Ebionites,  o^  he  dia  not  confider  Ebionites  as 
Chrifiians.  For  the  ^hrafe,  ^ewijh  frofelyte^  has  never 
been  underftood  by  alfty  but  our  author,  as  fignifying  a 
Chriftian  of  any  kind.  Epiphanius,  giving  an  account  of 
Aquila,  expreisly  contraib  the  one  expreffion  with  the 
other  -,  faying,  *'  He  denied  CbAfiianityy — and  became  a 
•*  yewijb  profefyte  J."  Jerom  expreisly  calls  him  a  Jew  {» 
when,  in  a  fingle  inftance,  contrafting  his  interpretation  with 
that  of  Theodotion  and  Symmachus. 

The  laft  mentioned  Father  feems  to  admit  that  Symma^ 
chus  was  an  Ebionite  ||^  But  we  are  informed  by  Epipha- 
nius,  that  Symmachus  was  by  birth  a  Samaritan,  and  in% 
fdgated  by  ambition,  left  the  religion  in  which  he  had  beeh 
educated,  and  was  circumcifed  a  fecond  time  on  becoming 
a  }ewi(h  profelyte  ;  but  afterwards  renounced  the  circum^ 
cifion,  in  a  very  peculiar  mimner,  defcribed  on  this  occa* 
fion  **•     It  is  not  eafy  to  reconcile  this  account  with  the 

C  4  '   idea 

*  Hierom  in  Ka.  viii.  Fabricii  Bibliothec.  Orcc.  lib.  iii.  c.  13.  f.  8. 
f  Pammach.  £piit.  Tono.  2.  fol.  zia. 

H,  xM  ^i^trtfAtnat  I»^a*o(.     De  JVfedfur.  ft6\»  15. 
§  Judaeai  Aqaila  interpretatus  eft  ut  ChriiUaottS.    In  Hab.  iii. 
I  Loc.  (up.  cit. 
**  De  Mcnf.  et  Ponder,  fedt.  i  ^.  2 
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•L 

idea  of  his  being  an  Ebionite  *,  as  thofe  who  bore  this  name 
reckoned  circumcifion  neceilary  to  iiailvation.. 

The  Doftor  obferves  that  ^'  the  greateft  account  was 
>^made  of  their  verfions  of  the  Hebrew  ibiptures  bj 
**  learned  Chriftians  of  all  parties,  eipeciaUj  that  of  Sjm* 
<<  machus,  which  is  perpetually  quoted  with  the  great- 
**  eft  refpefi  by  Origen,  Eufebius  and  others."  Eufebius 
fays  that  Symmachus  became  an  Ebicmite.  But  when  he 
quotes  this  tranflator,  he  (ays  diat  he  wrote  on  the  Oofpel 
of  Matthew,  io  **  fupport  the  herefy  formerly  mentioned  *" 
Whether  he  was  right,  or  not,  in  calling  him  ap  Ebionite, 
or  in  what  fenfe  foever  his  language  be  underftood  concern- 
ing this  work  of  Symmachus ;  when  he  teUs  us  thafc  the 
defign^of  it  was  to  fupport  the  herefy  of  the  Ebionites^  that 
interpreter  cannot*  well  be  £ud  to  be  quoted  witi  the  grtai' 
f/i  njj^fff  by  an  author  who  elfewhere  ikys  that  the  Ebio- 
nites  were  **  under  the  power  of  a  malignant  demon,"  The 
verfion  of  Theodotion  was  much  ufed  by  the  orthodox,  but 
only  as  it  was  marked  withjiotes  of  cenfiure  by  Origen,  to 
point  out  its  defeds,  redundancies  and  errors.  Jerom  lays 
of  thefe  three  tranflators,  that  ^'  by  a  crafty  interpretatioo, 
*'  they  concealed  many  of  the  myfteries  of  religion  f  •" 
The  reafon  of  the  attenticm  paid  to  thefe  verfions  feems  to 
have  been,  the  force  that  any  argument  in  &vour  of  the 
truth  acquired,  as  being  derived  from  a  tranflation  made  by 
its  bittereft  enemies. 

Thus  it  feems  evident  that  our  learned  author  has  no 
claim  to  Aquila :  and  his  tftle  to  Theodotion  and  Symma- 
chus is  liable  to  various  objedions. 

CHAP. 

•  Hift.  lib.  vi.  c.  17.  p.  178. 

f  Mulu  myOeria  SalTttons  fub  doU  interpretationc  celanint   Apo- 
log.  Mdirti(,  Rufin.  Epift.  Tom.  %,  fol.  76. 
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CHAP.     III. 

7ie  Hebrew  Cbriftians  not  Ehionttes, 

A  S  thole  who  were  called  Ebiomtes  denied  the  deit  j  of 
■^  Chrift,  Dr  P.  endeavours  to  prove  that  all  the  Jewifli 
]!hriitians  were  Ebionites  in  opinion,  and  that  ihtj  all  re- 
vived this  name.  It  is  worthy  of  notice,  that  this  is  the 
^eiy  plan  that  Toland  purfues,  in  hb  Nazarenus^  when' 
ttempting  entirely  to  fubvert  Chriftianity.  But  the  falfity 
f  this  hypodiefis  appears  (rota  various  confiderations. 

I.  Acpording  to  Dr  P.'s  telHmony,  fiegefippus  was  one 
f  thefe  Hebrew  Chriftians.  Re  has  exerted  himlelf  to 
he  utmoft  to  prove  that  this  ancient  ffiftorian  was  an 
Lbionite.  He  has  efpecia&y  endeavoured  to  eftablilh  this 
Tom  the  circumftance  of  his  not  calling  the  Ebionites  here- 
ics.  This  is  the  very  argument  ufed  by  Toland  ••  But 
we  have  feen,  that  Hegefippus  believed  the  ikme  dodrine 
ivith  Eufebius  v  who  has  never  been  fufpeSed  of  any  attach- 
ment to  the  Ebionites.  All  the  evidence,  therefore,  that 
bath  been  brought  to  prove  the  orthodoxy  of  Hegefippus, 
as  Eufebius  exprefles  it,  with  equal  force  proves  that  of 
thefe  Hebrews  who  were  properly  called  Cbriftians, 

2.  According  to  Hegefippus,  the  church  of  Jerulalem 
was  pure  in  dodrine  till  the  time  of  the  martyrdom  of  Si- 
meon f .  If  ihe  was  pure  in  thd  eitimation  of  Hegefippus, 
Ihe  muft  have  been  pure  in  that  of  Eufebius  alfo ;  becaufe 
their  faith  was  the  fame.  Therefore,  fo  far  was  the  church 
of  Jerufalem  from  confiding  wholly  of  Ebionites,  that  there 
were  none  in  communion  with  her  before  this  period.  Of 
eonfequence,  the  deity  of  our  Saviour  was  believed  by  this 

church 

*  Nazarenus,  ap.  Moiheim.  Vindictae,  p,  157. 

t  £nf.  Hift.  Ub.  iii.  c.  31.  3 
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church  from  the  earlieft  times.  But  -this  is  not  merelj  to 
be  inferred  from  the  account  given  by  Hegefippus.  We 
have  the  ezprefs  teftimon j  of  Eufebius  himfelf,  a  teftimooy 
exhibited  after  the  moft  accurate  inquiry.  **  I  never  yet 
«<  could  find,"  he  fays,  **  how  long  thelie  biifaops  prefided 
*'  at  Jerufalem.  This  only  have  I  learned  from  the  moft 
**  ancient  writers,  that  till  the  Jews  were  befieged  under 
'^  Adrian,  fifteen  bifiiops  have  in  conftant  fucceffioo  pre- 
^  fided  over  that  church  \  all  of  whom  are  mentioned  as 
*'  Jews  by  birth,  and  as  lawfully  holding  the  doOrUu  of 
'*  Cbrift^  fo  that  they  were  efteemed  moft  worthy  of  the 
^  epifcopal  office,  by .  thofe  who  were  mojl  capable  of 
^^  forming  a  judgment  of  thefe  things  *."  Is  it  in  the  leaft 
degree  credible  that  Eufebius  would  have  fpoken  in  this 
manner  cff  thefe  men,  had  he  reckoned  them,  as  he  fays  of 
the  Ebionites,  ^*  under  the  power  of  a  malignant  demon  ?" 

3.  The  Ebionites  were  heretics  in  the  eftimadon  of  the 
believing  Hebrews.  They  were  accounted  fuch  by  the 
Gentile  Chriftians.  They  are  introduced  in  the  heretical 
catalogue  by  Irenaeus  f ,  and  by  Tertullian  %,  But  if  they 
were  accounted  heretics  by  Gentile  Chriftians,  they  could 
be  viewed  in  no  other  light  by  believing  Jews.  For  the 
latter  held  communion  with  the  Grentile  churches,  as  we 
have  (een  with  refped  to  Hegefippus.  But  while  the  Gen- 
tiles accounted  the  Ebionites  heretics,  there  could  have  been 
no  communion  between  them  and  thofe  of  the  Jewifli  na- 
tion, unlefs  the  latter  had  been  of  the  fame  judgment. 

4.  The  church  of  believing  Hebrews  did  not  maintain 
the  obfervation  of  the  ceremonial  law  to  be  neceftary  to 
fahration,  nor  impofe  it  on  Gentile  converts.     They  belie- 

1  ved 

v»t9f  «a<  T9f  ru9  iirtnfWKf  Xuth^mh  «{<«$  ^eft»^r0iiv«u     Hiu* 
lib.  iv.  c.  5. 
t  Adv.  bacr.  lib.  i.  c.  26.        t  Tertullian  de  Praefcript.  c  4! • 
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▼ed  that  God  put  no  difference  between  the  Gentiles  and 
them  ;  and  that  it  was  tempting  God^  if  thtj  put  this  yoke 
about  the  neck  of  the  difciples^  which  neither  their  fathers 
nor  tbemfelves  were  abie  to  heart  Ads  xv,  9,  10.  But  the 
Ebionites  maintained  that  the  ceremonial  law  was  obliga-* 
tory  on  all,  and  that  men  could  not  be  faved  without  it  *• 
Therefore,  they  refufed  to  hold  any  communion  with  thofe 
Gentiles  who  did  not  obferve  the^  law.  Thus  we  find 
Juflin  fpeaking  of  fome  in  his  time  who  made  a  pro- 
feiBon  of  Chriftianity ;  ^'  But  of  thofe,  O  TryphO)  who 
**  are  of  yomr  nation,  and  fay  that  they  believe  in  Chrift, 
*«  who  force  the  GentUes,  beUeving  in  this  Chrift,  in  aU 
*^  refpeds  to  live  according  to  the  law  of  Mofes,  or  elfe  de- 
'*  prive  them  of  communion  in  all  mutual  intercourfe,  in 
^  like  manner  I  Ihould  rejed  them  f /'  The  nature  of  this 
communion  evidently  appears  from  what  he  had  faid  be- 
fore. The  language  ufed  feems  to  have  been  proverbial, 
intimating  that  they  refufed  all  fort  of  intercourfe  with 
themt*  So  &r  from  being'  one  body  in  facred  matters, 
they  refufed  all  civil  fellowfliip.  They  treated  them  as  if 
they  had  been  formally  excommunicated.  The  Ebionites, 
in  their  attachment  to  the  ritual  worihip,  carried  matters 
fo  far  as  in  fome  fenfe  to  a4ore  Jerufalem.  For  Irenseus 
feys;  "  They  adore  Jerufelem,  as  being  the  houfe  of 
"  God  ||.*'  This  they  did  not  do,  merely  before  the  de- 
finition of  that  city,  and  of  the  temple  \  but  long  after, 

even  ih  the  age  of  that  writer. 

If 

Hifi.  Kb.  3.  c.  27. 

•f  »«•  T«vrtif  •vK  ttirohx^iAMtm     Dial.  p.  266. 
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If  we  may  prefume  to  judge  of  the  opifuons  of  thofe 
Hebrews  who  were  properly  reckoned  Ghrifthins^  from  dw 
decree  of  the  Sjnod  of  Jerufalem,  as  recorded  ia  the  la»- 
goage  of  iofpiratioo;  we  fliall  find  that  thejr  had  not  a 
Yerf  favourabk  idea  of  thofe  who  thought  and  aded  as  the  i| 
Ebionites  did, .  With  refped  to  fuch  as  troubkd  the  Gen- 
tiles ^tb  words^  faying^  Te  muji  be  circumcifed^emdktif  At 
law  ;  they  not  only  AveTy  that  they  gave  them  mojiteb  ct *• 
itumdmenif  but  charge  them  with  /« j^^rfM^  ^  fimb  of 
the  Gentiles.  Now,  whatever  Dr  P.  make  of  his  bdovtd 
Ebionites,  he  will  i)e  at  a  lols  to  find  one  of  them  here. 
Eor  the  fentence  of  this  truly  venerable  court,  ezpreiUy 
prohibiting  the  impofition  of  the  ceremonial  law  on  the 
Gentiles,  phafed  tbe  Apojlkiy  and  eldtn^  vSkh  the  vMe 
thurcb^  Ads  XV*  aa.  14.  It  was  the  wiOi  of  a  mum  ^  emh 
nenee  among  the  Jewiih  Ghriftians,  that  they  were  €90  if 
Ithat  troubled  the  Galatians  with  At  fiune  dofirine  ;  whe- 
ther he  ever  realiaed  it  or  not.  He  accounted  diofe,  whd 
thus  troubled  them,  perveiters  of  the  gofpel  of  Chrift, 
Gal.  V.  la.i.  7. 

5.  The  Hebrew  believers  were  not  Ebionites;  for  the 
latter  were  not  reckoned  to  be  properly  Chriftians.  There- 
fore Tertullian  fays  of  Ebion,  that  **  he  propofed  the  law 
'^  to  the  exclufion  of  the  Go/pel^  and  to  the  fupport  of  Jo- 
^*  daifm  *•"  To  the  fame  purpofe  are  the  words  of  Jerom; 
^  Why  do  I  fpeak  of  the  Ebionites,  who  only  pretend 
*<  that  they  are  Chriftians  ?"  There  is  one  authority, 
which,  with  the  Dodor's  leave,  we  regard  more  than  any 
of  thefe.  It  is  that  of  an  Hebrew  of  tbe  Hebrews^  who  a(- 
ferts  that  if  any  were  circumcifed^  vi%.  accounting  it  necef- 
lary  to  falvation,  Chrifi  could  profit  them  twthing^  he  wu 
become  of  none  effeB  to  them,  they  were  faUtnfrom  grace^ 

Gal.  V.  2,  3. 

6.  The 

•  Legem  etlam  proponit  ad  ezcladendam  ETangelmiii,  et  ftadictadaoi 
JiiduimaiD.    De  Pnefcript  c.  4& 
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6.  The  Jewiib  Chriiliaos  received  as  canonical  the  four 
Gofpelsi  and  the  EpijUes  of  Paul.  This  is  evident  firom 
the  tefiimony  of  Ea&bias.  For  after  mentioning  thefe» 
with  the  firft  Epiftles  of  John,  and  the  firft  of  Peter,  he 
adds  ;  *^  Thefe,  indeed,  are  received  hj  common  confent  *." 
But  how  could  he  fay  fo,  if  the  whole  Tewiih  church  rc- 
jeAed  them  all,  but  the  Gofpel  of  Matthew  ?  That  the 
Ebionites  did  fo,'  we  are  certain  from  the  tefUmonj  of  the 
(ame  hifioriaa :  **  Thej  think  that  all  the  epiftles  of  the 
'*  Apoftle  Paul  are  to  be  rejeded,  calling  him  an  apoftate 
**  from  the  law ;  embracing  that  Grofpel  onfyt  which  is  fai4 
^  to  be  according  to  the  Hebrews,  thej  make  little  account 
**  of  the  reft  f  •"  The  fame  is  afterted  by  Irenaeus,  with 
this  difference  only,  that  he  caUs  it  the  Gofpel  according 
to  Matthew  |.  They  curtailed  the  only  Gofpel  which 
they  acknowledged.  For  they  cut  ofi^  the  two  firft  chap* 
ters ;  as  they  difl}elieved  the  miraculous  conception. 

Had  the  Hebrew  Chriftians  in  general  rejejfted  all  but 
this  Gofpel,  their  bifliops  muft  have  agi'eed  with  them. 
But  had  this  been  the  cafe,  would  Eufebius  have  defcribed 
them  as  **  cordially  receiving  the  faich  of  Chrift  ?''  Could 
thefe  be  accounted  the  genuine  fucceflbrs  of  the  Apoftl^ 
who  rejeded  almoft  all  the  apofio/icaJ  writings  ?  When  the, 
iame  hiftorian  fpeaks  of  the  Qofpel  according  to  the  He« 
brews,  as  that  **  in  which  thoDe  of  the  Hebrews,  who  have 
"  received  Chrift,  efpeciaOy  delight  ||;"  fome  have  thought 
that  he  refers  to  the  Ebionites.  Of  this  opinion  was  Ra« 
finus  \.  But  although  we  fliould  fuppofe  that  Eufebius 
fpeaks  of  the  believing  Hebrews  in  general,  it  is  certainly 

moft 

»  Hift.  lib.  ill.'  c.  25.  t  K»id.  c  2^. 

%  Adv.  Haer.  lib.  i.  c.  26.  It  has  been  conjeiSared  with  great  appear* 
9nce  of  probability,  that  trint  is  called  the  OoTpel  according  to  tiie  He« 
brews,  was  merely  an  interpolated  copy  of  Matthew's  Oo^l  ia  Hebrew, 
^e  Jones's  Mediod  of  fettling  the  Canon,  vol.  i.  p.  153. 

I  HiH.  lib.  ui.  c.  25.  II  Not  Yalef.  in  £of.  Hift.  loc.  cit 
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moft  natural  to  think,  that  the  Gofpel  in  which  thej  de- 
lighted^  was  very  different  from  that  ufed  b j  the  Ebionites. 
Thefe  heretics  appear  in  another  light^Jn  the  chapter  im- 
mediately following,  where  he  informs  as  that  they  re- 
ceived this  Gofpel  only.  We  have,  indeed,  certain  proof 
of  the  general  reception  of  the  Epiilles  of  Paul  among  the 
believing  Hebrews,  from  the  language  of  the  Apoftle  of 
the  circumcifion,  2  Pet.  iii.  15,  i6.  unlels  Socinians  be  dif- 
pofed  to  deny  the  canonical  authority  of  thu  Epiftle.  Efi- 
fcopius  himfelf,  however  warmly  he  efpouied  the  canle  of 
the  Socinians,  rtoounces  all  connexion  with  the  Ebiooitci 
on  this  very  account,  that  ''  they  loaded  the  Apoftle  Ftol 
'^  with  calumnies,  and  accufed  Pieter  of  lying.  Therefore," 
he  fays,  "  they  appear  to  be  the  word  of  men  •/'  If  Pe- 
ter calls  thofe  unlearned  and  unjlahle^  who  wrefied  the  wri- 
tings of  his  beloved  brother  Paul;  if  he  fays,  that  they  did 
jTo  to  their  own  deftruBion  ;  what  judgment  would  he  have 
paffed  on  thofe  who  rejeded  them,  who  calumniated,  nay» 
curled  their  infpired  writer  ? 

7.  The  generality  of  profefled  Chriftians  of  the  Jewiih 
nation  believed  the  deity  of  Chrift.  This  is  attefted  by 
Sulpitius  Severus,  an  hiftorian  of  undoubted  credit*  We 
(hall  have  occafion  to  confider  his  teftimony  afterwards. 
I  need  not  &y  that  all  the  Ebionites  afferted  that  Jefus  was 
a  mere  man. 

As  thefe  confiderations  may  Citisfy  any  candid  inquirer, 
that  the  Hebrew  believers  were  not  Ebionites  in  dodrine, 
it  may  alfo  be  juftly  inferred  from  them  that  Dr  P/s  fop- 
pofition,  that  they  all  received  this  name,  is  entirely  ground- 
lefk.  Thofe  who  accounted  die  Hebrew  Chriftians  found 
in  the  faith,  would  never  give  them  a  defignation  which 
properly  belonged  to  a  heretical  (eA,  whofe  leading  doc- 
trinet  were  equally  deteftcd  bj  both. 

CHAP. 

*  lafiitDt  Tbeolof .  ap.  Bull.  vol.  iL  p.  %Zs, 
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CHAP.      IV. 

I 

Of  the  Origin  of  the  Name  ofEbiomtes. 

DR  P&IESTLET  obferves  that  ^'  the  members  of  the 
**  }ewiih  church  were«  in  general,  in  verj  low  cir- 
cumftances,  which  maj  account  for  their  having  &w 
perfons  of  learning  among  them ;  on  which  account  they 
**  were  much  defpifed  by  the  richer  and  more  learned  Gen- 
**  tile  Chrifiians,  efpeciaUy  after  the  deftm&ion  of  Jernia- 
**}tm,  before  which  event  all  the  Chriilians  in  Judea 
**  (warned  by  our  Saviour's  prophecies  concerning  the  de- 
''  folations  of  that  country)  had  retired  to  the  north  eaft  of 
**  the  fea  of  Galilee.  *  They  were  likewife  defpifed  by  the 
*'  Gentiles  for  their  bigotted  adherence  to  the  law  of  M o- 
*'  fes.  And  on  all  thefe*  accounts  they  probably  got  the 
**  name  of  EMonites^  which  fignifies  ^oor  and  fnean^  in  the 
**  fame  manner  as  many  of  the  early  reformers  from  Poper  j 
^  got  the  name  of  Begbards^  and  other  appellations  of  a  fi« 
**  milar  nature  •/'  The  reafon  why  the  DoSor  fixes  on 
this,  as  the  moft  probable  origin  of  the  name,  is  obvious. 
If  it  {hould  appear  that  the  Ebionites  received  this  defig- 
nation  from  aa  individual,  it  would  naturally  follow  that 
they  received  their  do&rine  alfo  from  him ;  and  of  cou^fe^ 
that  they  did  not  conflitute  the  body  of  the  Hebrew  Chri- 
flians,  but  were  heretics. 

Dr  P.  is  not  the  firft  who  has  occupied  this  ground. 
Zuicker,  in  his  Irenicum  Irenicorum^  hath  preceded  him. 
Our  author,  however,  if  I  recoUeft  right,  fogiewhere  fai  his 
Letters  to  Dr-Horfley,  fays  that  he  had  not  ieen  Zuicker. 
Perhaps  he  may  have  ften  Toiand.  There  b,  at  lead,  a 
striking  coincidence  between  the  account  given  of  the  ori- 
gin 

*  HUL  Corrupt.  voL  i.  p.  7. 
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gin  of  this  name  bj  Dr  P.  and  that  given  by  the  Deift. 
He  (ays  that  *^  they  were  called  Ebitmites  or  bf^garsi  bj 
^  their  adVeriariesi  becaofe  of  their  poverty,  joft  as  the  firft 
^*  Proteftanta  in  Flanders  were  called  Gueux  */'  Bat  opon 
a  candid  examination  of  the  ancient  writers  it  will  appear 
that  there  is  as  clear  proof  of  the  eziftence  of  fuch  a  jftrim 
as  Ebion,  as  there  is  of  that  of  many  other  herefiareb 
whofe  exiflence  has  never  been  doubted. 

Dr  P.,  indeed,  iajrs  ;  **  I  have  (een  no  evidenee  at  sB 
'*  that  any  perfon  of  that  name  ever  exifted*  There  is  no 
**  founder  of  a  fed,  of  whole  hiftory  fome  particulars  have 
^  not  been  handed  down  to  pofierityi  but  this  is  «mp  d 
^ pratena  mbU\."  Toland  ^ras  61  the  fame  judgment; 
with  this  difference,  however,  that  he  durft  not  refbfe  tbe 
tranfmiffian  of  fomething  more  than  a  mere  voice,  **  Some 
^*  perfims,''  he  fays,  ^  equally  ignorant  of  the  Jewifli  hn- 
'*  guage,  and  of  the  Chriftian  hiftory,  ridiculoufly  invented 
^  a  certain  Ebion  (of  whoflf  they  tell  formal  ftwui)  to  be 
*'  the  author  of  the  Ebionites ;  as  they  (aw  feveral  other 
''  fefts  had  peculiar  founders,  of  whom  they  derived  their 
**  appellation  t-" 

Tertullian,  a  moft  accurate  writer,'often  mentions  Ebion. 
Illttftrating  thefe  words,  God  fent  forth  bit  Son^  made  of  4 
fvomaftf  he  fajrs,  ^  That  ihe  w^  a  Virgin  is  evidient,  al- 
^*  though  Ebion  denies  it  ||."  He  introduces  him  in  the 
fame  lift  with  Marcion,  Valentinus,  Appelles  and  Simon, 
who  were  undoubtedly  real  perfons  {.  Speaking  of  the 
Apoftle  John,  he  (ays  ;  '^But  in  his  epiftle,  he  efpecially 
**  calls  ^thofe  antichri(b,  who  denied  that  Cbrift.was  come 
**  ifi  the  fle(h9  and  who  did  not  believe  Jefus  to  be  tbe  Son 
**  of  God  ** ',  Marcion  n^aintained  the  former,  Ebioo  the 

'<  latter, 

#  Kaiirenui,  c.  9.  p.  25.  ip.  Moiheifn  Vindicie,  Ce6k.  i.  c.  $.  p.  95. 
f  Etrl.  Optn.  vol.  iii.  p.  177.  t  Nazarenus,  Molh.  Viad.  p.  ity 

II  De  Virgin.  VcUnd.  c.  6.  5  De  Pncfcript.  c.  10.  33.         > 

••  Ibid.  c.  33. 
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**  latter*/'  After  giving  an  account  of  Cerinthus,  he  lays; 
**  His  fucoeflbr  was  Ebion  f."  He  mentions  him  different 
times  in  his  book  De  Catne  Cbrijli  %, 

Ebion  is  introduced  bj  Philafti^,  9S  the  difciple  of  Ce« 
rinthus.  Marius  ^Mercator^  a  writer  gotemporary  with 
Auguffine,  does  not  merely  fpeak  of  £bio|i,,but  calls  him 
a  Stoic  Philofopher  ||.  '  It  h^s  been  alfo  faid  that  his  name 
is  mentioned  in  the  Talmud  **•  * 

Jerom  informs  os  that  **  John,  being  folicited  by  the 
**  biihops  of  Afia,  wrote  his  gofpel  againft  Cerinthus,  and 
^  efpedally  againft  (h^  opinion  of  thejEbionites,  then  making 
''  its  ajj^pearanceff/'  Thereforei  even  fuppofing  that  it  made 
\X^  appearance  fo  early,  can  it  be  imagined- that  a  writer  of 
the  learning  and  fagacity  of '^ertullian,  who  flouriihed  <mly 
about  an  hundred  years  afterwards,  would  fo  often  mention 
Ebion,  if  no  fuph  perfon  had  ever  exifted  ?  Had  he  been 
in  any  doubt,  would  he  not  rather  have  mentioned  the 
£e&  under  the  general  name  of  Ebionicc^s  ?  WiU  any_one 
undertake  to  prove  that  he  had  no  proper  opportunity  of 
knowing  the  certainty  of  Ebipn^s  exiftence,  only  about  a. 
century  after  the  time^  of  his  fuppofed  appearance?  Is  i% 
not  evident, .  that  TertuUian  was  well  acquainted  with  the 
Chriitian  writers  who  preceded  him  ?  Many  of  them  he 
dofely  follows,  and  others  he  ezpre&ly  cites,  as  Juftin 
Martyr,  Jlrenaeus,  Melito,  Miltiades,  lie.  There  is  icarcely 
a  heretic  of  his  age,  or  of  the  preceding  ages,  that  he  does 
not  mention*  And  when  they  were  denominated  fi'oi^ 
any  accidental  ^ircumftance,  he  fpeakis  of  them  under 
this  general  deiignation.  But  in  no  other  inftance  does  he 
mention  the  nam^  of  ^  individual,  nnleis  be  was  the 

Vor.IL  D  founder 

*  De  Prsefcript  c.  53,        f  |bid.  c.  48.        |  G.  14.  x8.  94. 
II  In  Appcndice  ad  Cmitradidioaem  12  Anathemat.  Neilorianiftiii.  ap. 
Jttxg,  de  Haer.  c.  6.  £  7. 
**  Molheim  Vindic.  p.  188,  f  f  Catalog.  Script,  in  Joan. 
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foander  of  the  fed  *•  Whether,  then^  had  TertnlUan,  or 
have  the  modem  friends  of  this  doftrinei  bed  accefs  to  know 
the  fad  ?  He  could  have  no  end  to  ferve  in  raifing  op  a 
fiditious  herefiarch ;  for  he  mentions  feverid  others  who 
held  the  fame  opinion :  but  Socinians  have,  in  their  at« 
tempts  to  difprove  the  exiftencc!  of  Eblon.  Had  he  been 
in  a  miftake  in  mentioning  Ebion,  }t  may  be  fappofed  that 
fome  of  his  friends  would  have  put  him .  right.  Although 
it  ihould  be  fuppofed  to  have  gone  abroad  in  one  wdrkt  * 
he  would  have  guarded  againft  it  in  another.-  Had  none 
of  his  friends  correded  bini|  fome  one  of  his  enemies 
would.  As  Dr  P.  reckons  Praxeas  among  Unitfrians,  and 
TertuUian  wrote  againfi  him ;  is  it  not  fpppolable  that  be, 
or  his  fqllowers,  would  have  been  (harp-fighted  enoii|^  to 
obfenre  the  confequence  of  vne  perfon  being  mentioned 
as  the  firR  of  the  party  f  If  they  knew  that  there  never 
had  been  fuch  a  perfon  as  Ebion,  and  that  it  was  a  firand 
of  their  enemies,  meant  to  difgrace  ytheir  prinoi|^et ;  (and 
it  is  inconceivable  th^t  they  Ihould  not  have  had  abundant 
accefs  to  know ;)  would  they  not  have  accufed  TertuUian 
of  falftfhood  ?  Thus,  to  rejed  his  teftimony,  would  be.  to  re« 
nounce  all  faith  in  hiftory, 

The  principal  obje6tion  to  wtiat  has  been  (kid,  is  the  de- 
rivation which  Origen .and  Eufebius  have  given  of  this 
name.  Origen  fays ;  '*  We  have  not  received  thefe  things 
<*  as  th6fe  beggars  in  underftanding,  the  Ebionitfts,  deno* 
*'*  minated  from  the  poverty  of  their  mind.  For  a  poor 
'^  man  is  called  Ebion  with  the  Hebrews  f  •"  To  the  fSulie 
purpofe^s  the  teflimony  of  Eufebius.  '*  The  andenti  aptlj 
**  called  thofe  Ebionites,  who  think  poorly  and  naeanfy  of 

'  ♦•Chrift.'* 

*  Jqftin  Mirtjr  fpeaki  as  if  it  htA  been  tbe  f^enenl  rale  in  tbit'cafe  ID 
defign  eveiy  body  of  heretics  from  the  name  of  their  founder.  Thercfae. 
after  mentioning  the  Marcionites,  Valentinians,  Bnfilidians,  tnd  Satoni- 
liarn,  be  fays;  "  Othen  are  called  by  their  namei;  every  ese bebf  dea^ 
•<  minated  from  the  author  of  hit  opinioa."  Dial.  p.  %\i, 
t  De  Princip.  lib.  4. 
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^  Chrift  *.'*  Eofebins  fisems  to  have  bcnrowed  the  idea 
from  Origen,  whom  he  fireqoentlj  qaotes;  for  in  the 
dofe  of  the  chapter  he  gives  his  very  words. 

Bat  thk  b  no  argument  againft  the  exiflence  of  Ebioa. 
Eafebios  does  not  denj  it ;  nor  does  he  ieem  to  have  on* 
derftood  the  word8/>f  Origen  fo  firiftlj.  All  that  he  infi- 
noates  is,  that  this  name  fitly  exprefled  their  real  charafier. 
As  all  the  Jewifh  names  had  a  particular  meaning,  it  was 
ccftnmon  with  that  people,  if  the  name  was  found  to  be 
delcriptive  of  the  charafier  of  the  perfon,  to  take  particu- 
lar notice  of  it.  Thus  it  was  faid  of  Nabal,  i  SamI  zzv. 
25.  **  As  his  name  is,  fo  is  he :  his  name  is  Nabat,  and 
^foUj  is  with  him  f.**  Thb  has  been  cuftomary  allb  with 
Chriflian  writers.  Thus,  Eafebius  fpeaks  of  Manes,  the 
father  \li  Sie  Manicheans ;  '*  Then  he,  who  was  juftlj 
*^  called  Manet  J  that  is,  the  madman^  who  gave  his  name 
to  that  deviliih  herefy,  attempted  the  fubv^rfion  of  rea- 
fonl.**  The  comments  on  the  name  of  Anns  were 
of  die  fame  kind.  Some  derived  it  from.  Apnit  (be  name 
of  t!be  God  of  war.  His  fcdlowers  were  called  AriomamUem 
Moiheim'juftly  obferves,  that  if  tho£e  who  have  fpoken  of 
Ebion  as  a  perfon  had  erred,  the  writers  who  fiicceeded 
them,  e^^eciaUy  Eufebins,  would  have  taken  notice  of  their 
error  {{.  Mangey  alfo,  in  his  reply  to  Toland,  obferves 
with  great  propriety,  that,  had  thefe  heretics  received  a 
same  expreffive  of  their  poverty,  it  would  not  have  been 
an  Hebrew^  bat  a  Syriac  word  -,  becaufe  t^e  former  was  a 
dead  lauigiiage  §.  Even  fo  early  as  the  Ume  of  Ezra,  it 
wasunderftood  by. the  learned  only«  For  thcpepple  could 
not  underfiand  the  law  without  interpreters* 

Da  Epiphanins 

iwf  ra  tn^  mX^tfM  li(«{ovr«f.     Bift.  Up.  3*  C«  27* 
f  Buirt  Jad^ment  Gath.  Church,  c.  1.  t  Hift.  1.  7*  c.  3r. 

f  ViBcUc.  €ont.  TolaDdvm,  p.  SI9.  f  Ibid.  p.  187. 188. 
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Epiphanius  admits  (hat  comment  on  the  name  which 

teems  to  have  been  invented  by  Origeni  in  his  ordinary 

ft^le  of  writing.    But  l^e  makes  no  doubt  of  the  eziftence 

dftheperfon.     "  The  firft/*  he  fays,   "  who  taught  that 

'^  Chrift  was  of  the  feed  of  iQani  that  is,  the  Son  of  Joleph, 

'*  was  Ebion/'    He  alfo  fays;  '*  Ebioft,  tranflated  from 

"'Hebrew  ijito  Greek  b  ^rr»x«fc  (poor^^  and  well  nught 

"  he  b^  oa|]jsd  poor  ia  under(|^nding,  in  hope,  and  in  deed, 

"  wbp  thought  Chriil  a  mere  man,  one  who  had  hope  in 

"  him  .upon  a  poor  ground  of  faith.  But  (hey  glory  on  thb 

''  account,  calling  themfelv^  foor^  becaufe,  they  fay,  ia 

*^  the  times  of  the  ApolUes  they  fold  their  fubdancei  and 

"  laid  It  at  the  feet  of  the  Apoftles,  and  voluntarily  redu- 

"  ppd  themfelves  to  poverty  5  and  therefore,  they  fa^  they 

"  by  all*  are  called  poor.    But  there  is  nothing  of  this  true 

"  conpeming  thpip*    But  he  was  called  lEhion  at  his  birth, 

**  by  prophecy  I  think,  being  poor  and  miferable  ;  havbg 

''  received  this  pame  as  an  inheritance  from  his  father  and 

^'  mother  *."     The  fame  writer  is  fo  particular  as  to  tell 

us  the  place  of  his  refidence.    Speaking  of  the  CShriftians 

as  refiding  in  Penea,  he  fays ;   **  Thence  an  opportunity 

"  was  given  to  Ebion  of  propagating  his  error,  and  he  firft,  ' 

*'  indeed,  dwelt  in  Cocabe,  iSc.  a$  the  certain  knowledge 

^^Qnyvuffii)  reaching  to  us,  reprefents  matters  f.V     Our 

author  cannot  juftly  allege  that  there  are  no  "  partifulan 

"  handed  down  to  pofterity"  concerning  this,  perfoo.    He 

niay  be  unwilling  to  fuftain  the  teftimony  of  Epiphanius  \ 

how  much  foever  he  endeavours  to  avail  himfelf  of  it  in 

fome  other  inilances.     But  it  muft  be  ridiculous*  to  rejeft 

the  teftimony  of  an  author,  where  he  is  fo  exprels,  and  to 

c[aote  it  for  any  thing  elie. 

From 

«vltf  ft«i  ftnT(^  itiny  xut^n^^fitfoi.    Haer.  30.  C  17. 
f  Hicr.  30. 
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From  ifjiatJCpiphanius  fays,  it  wcyaid  (tepk  that,  in  later 
timeSy  the  Ebionites  aiham^  to  acknowledge  an  uninfpircd 
man  as  the  Jiead  of  their  party,  wiihed  to  explain  awaj  the 
origin  of  the  n%ipe*  This  thej  mi^t  the  more  readily 
attempt,  becaufejof  the  little  figure  made  tgr  their  herefiarch. 

Ebion  u  alio  mentioned  by  namye  in  the  larger  copy  of 
the  Epifile  of  Ignatias  to  the  Philadelphians  *|  by  Pamphi- 
lus,  in  his  Apdogy  for  Origen  f,  by  Hilary  {»  by  Tbeo- 
doret  II,  by  AngofUn  §,  Ifc.  iSc. 

Jerom,  who  was  better  acquainted  with  Hebrew  ieaxning 
than  any  of  die  Fathers,  mentions  Ebion  times  almoft  with- 
out number.  He  ieems  to  have  believed  his  exiflence,  as 
much,  as  that  of  any  other  heretic.  He  dafles  him  with 
Phodniis  **,  with  Theodotus  of  Byzantiom  and  Valen- 
tinusff,  with  Praxeas,  Cerinthus,  and  Novatus^f.  He 
ezpreisly  csdls  him  the  fucceflbr  o^  Cerinthus  Ujj.  He  in- 
deed gives  a  metaphorical  turn  to  his  name  \  but'  fo  as  to 
ihew  thai  he  believed f^  exigence  of  the  perfbn  {{•  Hedi- 
iUnguilhes  hm  from  all  the  friends  of  his  herefy  by  calling 
him  tbat  hertfiarch  '^'^K 

'ii  Socinians  will  ftUl  deny  the,. exigence, of  that  he- 
retic, who  is  mentiofied  by  fo  many  writers,  as  the  fa^er 

•  SeA.  6.  Goteleni  Pat.  voL  %.  p.  Si. 

t  Prig.  Oper.  p.  858.  ap.  ttdg.  de  HaETcC.  fed.  I.  c.  6. 

I  Lib.  a.  de  Triiiltat.  p.  19.  lib.  ?•  p.  8t,  81.  ibid. 

I  Lib.  2.  deHaeret.  fahol.  c.  i.  ibid. 

5  Be  UsBief.  c«  10.  ibid.  Vid.  ctiam  Moflieigi  Vinflic.  p«  186.  167. 

♦*  In  Gal.  i.  I.  £ph.  iv.  Catalog.  SeriptoF.  No.  117. 

If  Adv'.  HelTid.  |f  Prooem.  in  Mat.  Adv.  Luciferian. 

nil  Cberinthum  et  bojtis  facceflbrem  Hebioncm.  Adv.  LuciferianI 
toqp.  %.  f.  49* 

$$  Jndaei  ct  JudaiiS  erroris  faaeredes  Hebionitas,  q«i  pro  fauinilitate 
(eirtiis  nomen  paupenun  fuicepeniot,  iic,  la  Efai.  Uyi.  ip.  Simol  arat 
20  bove  et  afiDO  Hebion ;  digous  pro  humijUtate  fenfus,  -panpertate  noiai- 
lus  fui^  \3c^  In  cap.  i.  i. 

***  Hebion  ille  berefiarcbeiD.    lo  Gal.  vX,  13. 
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of  their  do&ine ;  ifthej  vriUperfift  is  itirj^g  tfie  kngaage 
of  Origen  and  £iifebh»y  in  jbppofition  to  pofitiTe  etidence  i 
it  is  at  loaft  mifeniljle  tiuit  they  Ihoiild  am&at  tfaemiehes 
tadie  inte^rttatim  which  thefe  lutcientB  gii^  of  thje  name* 
Thej  do  not  extend  it,  as  Sodaians  do,  to  tibdilr  litenl  po- 
vertj  or  wfiot  of  kanung ;  but  exprefify  ttStt^  it  |o  dietr 
want  of  underfianditig.  -And  whit  pfroofi  do  thtj  give  of 
this?  Not  merely  tileir  actadiment  to  an  aboliflied  law, 
but  accordixig  to  Eufebius  at  leaft,  efpeciaUy  tht  j^^/y  of 
their  fjEiith.  conceth&ig  t!i6  SariMfr.  But  if  the'  xnoduTi 
£bionites  claim  a  rv^t  to  impo&  a  &n(e  of  dieir  own  on 
this  name,  they  renoonce  that  very  authority  wheacfe  alone 
they  can  plead  diat  ft  wasgnren  asa  figni^cative  defigttatioii. 
If  Origen  tod  Eufelnns  atb  not  credible  witnefles  as  t9  the 
peculiar  fenfe  in  whidi  it  was  impofed  by  the  aactcntSy 
they  can  deferre  no  Crtdit  as  to  the  circumftance  of  its  being 
impofed  m  any  leiife  as  a  ddcriptive  name. 

Dr  P.  ftarts'aiu^her  objeftiofi  to  the  exiflSende  of  tbe 
herefiatch.  **  The.  term  Eiionite^*  he  (ay%  ^  was  kog 
^^  prior  to  that  of  Ebion.  They  who  firft  n&d  this  term, 
'*  fay  nothing  abottt  tiie  ffum  from  odier^^  and  they  weft 
**  too  late  to  know  any  ^hing  of  him  thttnfilves*/^ 

Here  he  (eems  to  refer  to  Irenaeus,  the  earlicijft  writer  now 
extanty  who  uies  the  term  Ehionite.  Toland  gives  diis  ob- 
je&ion  more  expreisly,  uking  particular  notice  of  ^  the  fi- 
^  lenceof  Irenseus,  concerning  any  fuch  perfiia  as  Ebioa  f.** 
In  reply  to  this  objedion,  the  learned  Moiheim  oblerves, 
that  no  more  can  be*  conclude(^  againft  the  fx^ftfwr  af 
Ebioni  from  the  filence  of  Irensu^y  than  agamft  that  of 
Cerinthus^  from  the  filesce  of  fome  othet  writers  wli» 
mention  the  Cerinthlans  only :  and  that  it  is  moft  pro^ 
ba})le  that  he  confidered  this  name  as  derived  from  a  parti- 

•  colli 

•  Vol,  iii.  p.  177.  f"  Moflicini  Vindic.  p.  x8x»- 
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cular  peribfly  who  was  the  fetther  of  the  hererj,  becaiife  as 
he,  ahnoft  in  rverj  other  infiancey  calls  the  feds  after  the 
names  of  thrir  leaders,  informing  his  reader  of  this  circom* 
fiance  ^  had  he  not  foHowed  this  method  here,  he  would 

* 

moft  naturaUj  have  mentioned  the  reafon  of  the  Ttriatioo. 
Had  the  name  appeared  to  him  as  having  any  particular 
meaning,  it  is  not  fappoiable  that  he  woold  have  over- 
looked it.     . 

TertulUan  is  the  firft  writer  certainlj  known  to  h$fe 
ufed  the  term  Ebion.  .  He  indeed  **  finjs  nothing  about  the 
•<  iKMM  from  others."  Bat  his  verjfilene#iin<diis  refped 
IS  in  £ivonr  of  the  exiftenee  of  Ebion.  It  fhows  that  he 
confidered  the  h&  as  generally  known.  Had  he  attempted 
^  prove  it,  our  author  would  moft  liLelj  have  inferred  that, 
even  in  Tertdllian's  time,  -it  was  a  problematical  circum- 
ftance,  whether  fiich  a  man  had  ever  exifted.  But  although 
in  what  he  ^  Ciys  about  the  man**  he  gives  no  oiiers  as  his 
authority,  he  evidently  follows  the  order  ob&rved  by  lie-- 
nKW3f  making  Cerinthus  die  fucceflbr  of  Carpocrates,  and 
Ebion  of  Cqrinthus.  As  Tertullian  was  weU  acquainted 
with' the  writings  of  Irenseus,  whom  he  calls  **  that  moft 
^  prying  fearcber  into  all  dodrines*,^  had  he  imagined  that 
the  latter  had  omitted  to  menticm  Ebion  from  any  doubt  of 
his  exiftence,  he  would  moft  probably  have  adverted  %o  this 
circumftance,  at  kaft  in  his  own  vindication. 

But  Tertullian  Wrote  **  too  late  to  know  any  thing^f 
'<  Ebion  himlell''  For  the  Dodor's  objedion  muft  be  pri» 
marily  levelled  agunft  Tertullian,  akhou^  he  is  kept  in 
the  ihads ;  for  he  is  reckoned  the  **  firft  who  ufed  the  term 
EUatt**'  .  A  reader,  who  paid  no  re^d  to  chronology, 
would  naturally  fuppofe,  from  om:  author's  words,  that 

D  4      .  thei;^ 

*  Omnittoi  do^rinanu^  coriofiffimai  cxplontor.     Aiverf  Valeni^ 
c.  5. 
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diey  ''  who  firit  ufed  this  tenn"  had  lived  at  leaft  a  centurj 
after  the  tiCe  of  the  other.  But  how  long  was  Irenaeus 
prior  to  Tertullian  ?  According  to  Dr  P.'s  owa  chronologj, 
he  died  yt&  eighteen  years  before  him  *.  Thus,  **  the  term 
^^  Ebionite  could  not  be  long  prior  to  that  of  Ehion**  If 
Irensus  could  have  known  any  thing  about  the  origin  of 
the  fefty  Tertullian  could  not  have  kiiown  a  great  deal  leis. 
Are  we  to  fuppoie  that  he  knew  le&  about  the  b&  than 
Origin,  who  died  thirty-four^  or  Eufebius,  wha  died  an 
hundred  and  twenty  y^iKC&  after  him  f  ? 

The  DoQor,  ^hen.  afterwards  fpeaking  of  the  filence  of 
Irensus  concerning  the  Grentile  Vnitarians,  fays ;  ^  It  muft 
«  alleys  be  confidered  that  Irenseus  lived  in  Graul,  .where 
'^  there  were  no  Ebiohitesy  and  perhaps  not  many  Ihiita* 
'^  rians  X**    Let  it  then  be  confidered  here ;  efpedally  as  he 
eUewhere  attempts  to  Ihew  that. the  majority  in  Africa 
were  Unitarians.    According  to  his  own  plan  of  reafoning, 
whether  had  Irenaeus,  who  lived  in  Gattlf  or  TertuDian, 
who  lived  in  Africa,  fnrrounded,  as  is  fuppofed,  by  Unita- 
rians, bed  acceis  to  know  the  real  origin  of  this  kSt  ?  Whe- 
ther was  the  former,  who  fays  fo  little  of  the  Ebionites^ 
and  nothing  of  the  Gentile  Unitarians,  and  who  is  fuppoied 
to  have  had  no  trouble  from  them,  or  the  latter,  who  wrote 
ezpre^y  againft  thofe  whom  our  author  calls  Unitarians, 
— moft  likely  to  inform  himlelf  accurately  on  the  fiibjeS  ? 
But  Dr  F/s  fyftem,  with  refpefi  to  the  name  of  Ehionites, 
IS  fo  ill-compaded  that  he  cannot  himfelf  adhere  to  it.    In 
his  Hiftory  of  Corruptions,  be  gives  it  every  poflible  ad- 
vantage.    For  he  does  not  confine  himfelf  to  one  fenfe  of 
the  word  ;  but,  as  we  have  feen,  takes  in  a. variety  of  fenfef^ 
diat  if  one  fail,  he  may  have  recourfe  to  another.  *  He»  in- 
deed, overlooks  that  of  the  poverty  of  thCir  ideas  concent- 

iag 

•  Vol.  !▼.  p.  454.  254. 

t  Ibid.  I  VoU  iii  p.  253. 
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ing  the  Saviour.  But  he  fuppo&s  that  they  might  receive 
this  name  from  their  wa^t  of  learning,  theit  literal  pover* 
tjy  aud  their  rigid  attachment  to  the  law.  When  giving 
this  explanation,  he  finds  it  neeeffary  to  fiippole  that  this 
name  was  given  them  bj  Gentile  Cbriflians.  But  in  his 
Hiftory  of  Early  Opinions,  he  quits  this^ound.  He  tries, 
indeed,  to  repreient  it  as  the  opinicm  of  Jerom.  But  it  is 
not  his  own.  And  it  is  by  ho  means  fuppofable  that  G^- 
tile  Chriftians  would  give  thefe  people  an  Hebrew  name ; 
unlels  it  be  primarily  fiippofed  that  they  had  a  particular 
excitement  to  this  from  fiich  a  circumilance  as  that  of  the 
founder  of  the  led  having  a  name,  which  fopie  of  them 
knew  to  be  expreffive  of  the  real  character  of  Ebfonites. 
In  the  work  laft  mentioned,  the  Dodor  fuppofes  that  *'  in 
"  the  time  of  Juftin  Martyr,  the  Jewilh  Chriftians,  though 
all  Unitarians— -were  not  Itfiown  by  any  opprobrious  ap- 
pellation at  all ;  and  that  afterwards  they  were  firft  di- 
ftinguiihed  by  that  of  Ebionites  *•"  He  evidently  means 
that  they  were  thus  dijhinguijbed  by  Gentile  Chriftians. 
Btit  he  alio  fuppofes  that  this  name  was  firft  given  them 
"  by  their  unbelieving  brethren,"  and  that  the  Gentile 
Chriftians  adopted  it  from  them  f.  He  ftill  quotes  the  au- 
thority of  Origen  concerning  the  word  Ebion^  as  fignifying 
poor  %.  But  by  this  new  hypothefis,  he  not  only  lofes  the 
confiftency  of  his  fcheme,  but  aU  the  benefit,  both  of  Ori- 
^bn's  explanation,  and  of  his  own.  In  the  paflage  referred 
to,  Origen  fays  that  the  perfons  fpoken  of  '*  are  i||amed 
*'  from  the  beggarly  expedation  of  the  law  ||.''  But  on 
this  account  they  would  never  be  thus  named  by  their  un* 
believing  brethren^  who  held  the  law  in  the  higheft  eftima- 
tion,  preferring  it  to  the  Gofpel.  Nor  would  they  calj 
them  Ebionites,  becanfe  they  had  few  people  of  learning 

among 

*  .Vol.  ii!.  p.  175,  177.  t  Ibid.  p.  175.  %  Ibid  p.  id(?. 
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among  thenu'  Had  this  been  the  reafon  of  a  peculiar  ap- 
pellation, the/  would  have  prefe^ed  a  term  which  fraperlj 
convejed  this  idea.  But  it  is  by  no  means  a  natural  fup- 
po&tion»  that  a  body  of  people  ihould  be  denominated  frrai 
a  drcnmftance  of  t)us  mtture,  when  there  were  fo  many 
others  diat  unbelievers  would  rather  have  fixed  on.  Nor 
w/>uld  they  give  them'  this  name,  becaufe  of  their  literal 
poverty.  For  after  the  deftrudion  of  Jerulalem,.and  efpe- 
cially  after  the  war  of  Adrian,  their  unbelieving  brethren 
would  be  at  leaft  as  much  reduced  as  themlelTes. .  Our  au- 
thor will  never  fuppoie  that  they  were  called  Ehumtts  for 
the  reaion  affigned  by  Eufebius,. their  mean  ideas  of  Chriit 
Befides  thole  already  confidered,  this  is  the  only  one,  as 
£ur  as  we  know,  that  has  been  mentioned  by  any*  writer 
ancient  or  modem. 

I  ihall  only  add,  that  Dr  P.  himielf  quotes  a  paflage  fiom 
Grabe,  affording  a  proof  of  the  exiileace  of  Ebion,  which 
it  will  not  be  eafy  for  him  to  invalidate.  ^His  w^mb  are : 
'*  Grabe  fays  that  Ebion  (by  which  we  muft  underftand 
''  fome  Ebionite)  wrote  an  expofition  of  the  prophets,  as 
*^  he  colleded  from  fome  fragments  of  Irenacus's  works,  of 
^*  which  he  gives  fome  account  in  his  note  upon  the  place  ^." 
This  fdly  parenthefis,  it  would  feem,  is  sdl  that  our  author 
.  can  oppofe  to  what  is  advanted  by  Grabe.  He  accounts 
his  ipft  dixit  a  fufficient  reply  to  an  argument  from  &ds. 
But  had  he .  given  the  attention  of  any  ordinary  reader  to 
this  nSte,  he  would  have  feen  that  Grabe  &ys  quite  another 
thing  than  what  he  afcribes  to  him.  That  learned  writer 
colleded  this  **  from  fome  fragments,**— not  **  of  Irenaeus's 
*'  works,"  but  of  Ebion 's.     That  this  is  his  meaning  ap- 


'f 


•  Ipfum  Ebioncm  iln/itf-iv  r»v  iffpnTuv  (cripfifle,  colligo  ex  fnf- 
mentis  hujtfs  operis,  qute  ante  paucos  dies  Parifiis  accepi  ex  MS.  Co- 
dice  CoUeeii  Claromcntani  defcripto  a  viro  humaniffimo  R.  P.  Michaele 
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pore, Deo  volente,  publican<'.a.  Not.  2d  Ircn.  lib.  i.  Ct  26.  ap.  Audi.  toU 
ivi.  p.  218. 
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pears,  not 'merely  £rom  the  connexiony  but  from  his  de- 
dared  defign  of  publiihing  df^fe  among  the  additions  to  the 
Spicikgium  of  the  heretics  of  the  Jirfi  century.  But  had 
they  beeii  ^  fragments  of  Irenaeus's  works,"  they  undoubt- 
edly belonged*  to  the'  fecond*  I  need  noC  fay  that^  had  xhis 
been  the  cafe,  Grabe  "would  naturally  have  publiihed^them 
along  tnth  the  fragments  of  other  works  of  Irenaeus ;  fome 
of  which  he  received  from  the  &me  Leqiiien  *•  Th(  for- 
m^  had  certainly  a  fugerior  claim,  had  they  belonged,  as 
,Dr  P.  fuppofes,  to  the  work  againfl  berqfies. 

JBut  ^iUi  qiir  ftujtbfM:  cannot  Imt  lament  that  paucity  C»f 
anciedut  Unitaiian'  i  writers  which  he  cooleffes,  why  is  he  fo 
averfe  to  ackoOvHedge  the  vimrabJe  Ebion  as  a  man  of 
learning,  as  &»  intefpreter  of  Icriptiure?  Why  does  be  not 
firain  erery  nierve  to  refciie  theiCe^  precioas  remains  from  . 
the  rairages  of<time?  Well  does  he  know,'  that  his  fyftem 
requites  that  they  flionld  b*  configned  tf^eveilafiing  oUi- 
vion.  ife,  thercrfere,  by  Ebion  "  mt^  underftand  feme 
**  Ebittmhe."  Bat  be  prefumes  too  £u:  in  impofing  the  fame 
cogent  niciffity  opon  hi6  reader. 

The  learned  edko^  of  Irensens  does  not  feem  to  have 

known,  that,  in  what  he  fidd  of  Ebion's  interpretlltidn  of 

the  prophets,  he.  was  fu^orted  by  the  teftimony  of  Jerbm. 

This  father  quotes  the  rgry  words  of  Ebion.  in  his  view  of 

diat  paflage  \  Curfed  is  every  one  tiat  bangetb  on  a  tree. 

He  qiuites  thdm  as  giving  a  meaning  to  the  paiTage,  entirely 

difiire&t  bora  that  impofed  on  it  by  any  of  the  three  tranf- 

}ators  who  have  been  reckoned  his  followers.     He  quotes 

them  in  that  language'  in  which  Ebion  had  wrote  his  ex- 

pt»fition.    "  Thefc  words/*  he  fays,  **  that  herefiarch  Ebion, 

^  half  ChrifUas,  and  half  Jfew,  has  thus  interpreted,  On, 

"  Hx.  that  is,  '  He  who  is  hanged  is  the  objed  of  divine 

*  contempt/* 

*  Iren.  Op.  car.  Grabe,  p.  ^171 .  not,  • 
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'  contempt  *•"    Will  our  author  jGij,  that  here  alfo  '*  we 
**  mx&  underftand  fbme  Ehionite  ?" 


♦     C   H  A   P.      V. 

Of  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebionites^  proving  that  thty  vtere  not 
the  fame  People. 

SECTIOK     I.  • 

• 

DR  PriestleTi  after  the  worthy  example  of  Tdand^ 
is-  verj  aiudoiis  to  prove  that  the  Nazarenes  and 
Ebionites  were  the  fame  peopk.  He  flattiers  himfidf  that 
if  thb  point^be  gained^  there  will  reniain  no  other  Chri- 
ftians,  of  Hebrew  origin,  to  perplex  him  with  their  ordio- 
doxj.  But  it  13  of  no  importance  to  the  principal  qoeftion, 
whiether  thej  were  the  faise,  or  not.  For  it  is  evident 
from  what  we  have  already  feen,  and  we  hope  to  make  it 
appear  more  fully  afterwards,  that  there  were  Hebrei^ 
Chriflians,  who  believed  Jefps  to  be  the  Son  of  God«  and 
renounced  the  obligation  of  the  law^  Only,  as  truth  is  ftiU 
worth*  contending  for,  we  fliall  ftate  what  feems  to  de£erve 
this  name,  in  reply  to  what  has  bftn  advanced  by  Dr  P. 

He  endeavours  to  prove,  that^*  perfons  diftinguifhed  by 
*^  die  name  of  Ebipnites  and  Nazarenes  were  fuppofied  to 
*^  have  exifted  in  the  time  of  the  ApofUesf/'  **  Irenaras, 
he  fays,  *'  who  gives  no  other  name  to  any  Jewifli  Chri- 

**  ftiani, 

*  In  eo  autem  loco  ubi  Aquila  ft  Tbeodotio  Umiliter  tranftuleront,  4^- 
centes ;  ({nia  maledidlio  dei  eft  fufpenfus ;  in  HAr20  ita  ponitur,  &c. 
Hcc  verba  Hebion  ille  herefiarches,  fesiichrtftianas  et  femijudaeos  ita  in- 
terpietatus  eft  :  en  vfifn  0ctf  •  xpt/utfi:fO(  ;  id  eft,  Quia  injuria  dei  eftfaf* 
penfuft. — Quod  apenius  Symroachus  uanftulit  dicens ;  JQnoi  propter  bl»C- 
pheraiam  dei  fu/penfui  eft.    In  Gal.  iii.  I3. 

f  Vol.  iii.  p.  162,  163. 
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'^  ftians,  befides  that  of  Ebionltes,  whom  he  always  fpealu 
«  of  as  both  denying  the  pre-exiftence  and  divinity  of 
'*  Chiifti  and  likewife  the  miraculous  conception  *,  objeds 
''  to  the  GnofticSy  that  they  were  of  late  date-;  but  he  fays 
^'  nothing  of  the  Ebibnites  in  this  refped."  The  unlearned 
reader  would  naturally  fuppole  that  Irenseus  had  fpoken 
thus  of  the  Gnoftics  in 'general ;  efpecially  as  the  text  feem^ 
to  be  fiipported  bj  a  marginal  quotation.  But  he  only  re- 
fers to  fome  of  theifx,  whom  he  calls  reliqui^  the  rejl ;  after 
particularly  n^^doning  others  by  name,  as  the  foUoWets  of 
Valentinus  and  Marcion.  He  had  formerly  declared  the 
errors  of  Simon  Magus  f ,  who j  was  in  the  fulleft  fenfe  coe- 
val with*^e  Apoilles,  and  the  proper  fatbei*  of  tft  Gno- 
itics.  But  here  he  fpeaks  of  thofe  who  were  the  followers 
of  Menander  **  the  difciple  of  Simon." 

But  iiad  the  teftimony  of  Irenaeus  been  in  this  inftance 
conformable  to  o«r  author's  wiihes ;  had  it  really  appeared 
from  him  that  the  Gnoftics  m  general  were  of  late  date  -,  had 
his  aflerdon  neceflarily  implied  that  the  Ebionites  preceded 
them ;  what  would  have  followed  ?  Nothi^ig  leis  than  the 
total  detftoli^on  of  one  principal  pillar  of  our  author's  fa- 
bric, nay,  of  the  whole  of  it.  For  he  has  been  at  great 
pains  to  prove,  that  the  Gnoftics  were  the  onfyhmexica 
who  gave  the  ApofUes  any  trouble.  But  if  compared  with 
the  Ebionites,  they  were  of  late  date,  furely  they  did  not 
exift  in  the  time  of  the  ApoIUes.  For  it  is  not  pretended 
that  the  Ebionites  exifted  any  earlier.  Therefore,  the 
GnoIBcs  could  not  be  the  heredcs  againft  whom  the  Apo- 
fUes wrote.    Of  confequence,  they  muft  have  direded  their 

cenfures 

*  Toland  alfo  attempted  to  ihew  that  both  Nazarencs  and  Ebionites 
tnaintained  that  Jefus  was  the  Son  olf  Jofqth  "^^  The  Doer's  plan  bears 
as  great  a  refemblance  to  his,  as  if  he  had  propofed  it  as  his  pattern. 

*  Nasboren.  op,  Mojbeim  Viadic,  p.  99. 
t  Haer.  lib.  x.  c.  ad. 
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cenfiires  foleI)r  againft  the  Ebioiiites*  Fori  befides  tfie  Gno* 
fBcSy  no  others  have  ever  been  mentioned  as  heretical  in  xbt 
apoflolic  age. 

It  is  aftonifliing,  however^  tiiat  Dr  P.  ventures  to  re&r 
to  tiii$  chapter,  as  if  it  even  tacitly  £eivoiu;ed  the  Ehiomtes. 
If  he  reckons  Irenaeus  worthyof  credit  (and  if  Aot,  vrfiy 
quote,  him  ?)  he  muft  know  that  this  very  chapter  contauiis 
a'teftimony,  which  ^t  once  defeats  all  hb  laborious  attempts 
to  fliew  that  the  herefy  of  the  Unitarian^was  the  prinutive 
dodnne.  **  If,*^  (ajs  Irenaeus,  ^*  there  be  a  difpute  widi 
^*  others  about  any  ordiiuury  quefiion^  ought  ih  not  to  recur 
'^  to  the  moft  ancient  churches,  which  had  the  £ellowibip  of 
^  the  4|;K>fUe$  themfelves,  and  received  from  thei^  what  is 
**  certain  suid  clear  concerning  the  prefent  queiUoii  ?  But 
'^  what  if  the  Apoftles  had  not  left  us  any  writings,  ought  we 
*^  not  to  follow  the  order  of  tradition^  which  they  ddivered 
'^  to  thofe  to  whom  they  entruAed  the  churches  ?  To  which 
**  method  many  nations  of  fiarbarians  aflent,  who  l^eve 
"  in  Chrift ;  ha\^ng  falvation  written  in  their  hearts  by  the 
^'  Holy  Ghoft,  without  paper  and  ink,  and  diligently  pre- 
^'  ferving  the  old  tradition,  believing  in  one  God,  ^e  Ma- 
*'  ker  of  heaven  and  earth,  and  all  things  in  them,  by  ^tfus 
"  CbriA  the  Son  of  God,  Who  on  account  of  bis  tranfcen' 
^*  dent  love  to  bis  own  workmanjbip^  fubmitted  to  thai  gem- 
**  ration  wbicb  was  of  a  virgin^  he  by  himfilf  uniting  man 
''  to  God.  Thofe  who  have  believed  this  faith,  without 
*'  letters,  according  to  our  fpeech  are  barbarians,  but  with 
'*  reiped  to  fentiment,  and  cuflom,  and  converiation,  on  ac- 
"  count  of  their  faith,  by  which  they  are  moft  wife,  they 
'^  both  pleafe  God,  and  live  in  all  righteoulhels,  chaiHt^  and 
"  wifdom.  To  whom  if  any  one  were  to  declare  thefe 
^'  things  which  are  invented  hjjfereticsy  addrefling  them  in 
^*  their  own  language,  inunediately  fliutting  their  ears,  they 
^  would  fly  fiuthcr  ^d  farther  off,  not  having  patience  to 

3  "hear 
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''hear  the  blafphemous.addreis.    Thus,  in  confequence  of 
^*  the  ancient  tradition  of  the  Apojlhs^  they  will  not  even 
*^  pais  a  thoagfat  about  the  fubjed  of  fuch  monfirous  dif- 
"  courie  *.- 

Is  it  faid,  that  alter  this  he  mentions  4iflerent  kinds  pf 
Gnoftics  otdy  ?  This  is  granted ;  biit  it  will  by  noimeans 
prove  that  his  language  can  apply  to  them  alone.  From 
this  quotation,  is  it  not  evident  to  every  capdid  readeir,  that 
Irenaras  wa$  perfefily  afiured  that  the  do&rine,  not  only  of 
the  miracuhui  conception^  but  of  the  fupreme  deity  of  Cbrijl^ 
and  of  his  Mng  tile  immediate  agent  in  creation,  was  that 
of  the  Apoftles,  delivered  by  them  in  a}l  die  churches 
which  they  plantedi  and  ftill  adhered  to  by  all  that  were 
redcoaed  .churches  of  Chrift  ?  Wotdd  Irenaeus  venture  to 
aflert  this,  knowing  it  to  be  falfe  ?  Althougn  he  had  been 
worie  dian  any  of  the  heretics  confuted  o^mehtioned  by 
him,  would  he  have  hazarded  hischara&er  in  an  afler- 
ticm,  wjuchi.if  falfe,  cbuld  have  been  proved  to  be  fo  by  all 
theie  churches  to  which  he  appealed  ?  Muil;  he  not  have 
known,  that  the  yariouis  clafles  ci  heretics,  whom  he  at- 
tacked, would  have  combined  in  dete&ing  his  wifehood  ?  ' 
This  would  have  been  no  difficult  talk.  He  wrote  but  a 
ihort  time  after  the  Apoftolic  age :  and  there  was  not  a 
church,  fi!feuxely  a  fingle  church-member,  but  muft  hiive 
known  what  the  primitive  faith  was ;  and  if  ^ere^had 
been  any  change,  efpeoially  in  dofirihes  fo  fully  entitled  to 
the  defigaatioor  of  fundamental  ?  Is  it  in  the  leaft  degree 
fuppo&ble,  that  Irenaeus  could  be  deceived  as  to  a  faft  of 
this  nature  ?  * 

Therefore,  according  to  the  connexion,  muft  not*the 
terms,  heretics^  blafpbemous  difcourfe^  Ifc.  extend  to  all  who,., 
in  any  way,  oppo&d  the  dodrines  of  the  miraculous  con^ 
ception  and  real  deity  of  oux  Saviour  ?  Thefe  being  pro- 
claim^ 

♦  Jftpr.  lib.  iii.  c.  4.  • 
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claimed  as  the  articles  of  apoftolic  tradition,  whatever  par- 
ticular feds  are  immediately  mentioned  by  IrensBOSy  he 
cannot  jufUy  be  underftood  as  excluding  others,  eqoaDj 
enemies  to  thefe  dodrines.    In  the  v^ry  paflage  under  con- 

.  lideration,  Or 'P.  acknowledges,  that  '*  .Irenasus— o/bw^i 
'*  fp^iks  of  Ebionites  as  denying  the  pre-eziftenoe  and  di- 
*^  vinity  of  Chriil,  and  likewife  the  miraculous  concepdoD." 
And  can  he  be  fuppo&d  fecretly  to  have  meant,  that  the 
worthy  Ebionites  were  the  only  men  in  the  world  who 
might  have  denied  thefe  dodrines,  without  giving  any  of- 
fence to  the  apoftolical  churches  ?  Would  error  have  been 
lels  monftrous  to  them,  becaufe  it  came  from  the  lips  of 
tbofe  whom  our  author  is  pleafed  to  canonize  as  the  only 
true  ChriftiaHi? 

Irenaeus  undoubtedly  had  the  beft  accels  tp  know.  He 
is  generally  believed  to  have  been  the  dilciple  of  Polycarp, 
the  difciple  of  John  the  Apofile.  His  teltimony,  with  re- 
fpeft  to  the  primitive  £uth  of  all  the  churches  will  weigh 
fiilly  as  much  with  the  generality  of  readers,  as  the  proba- 

.  bilities,  negative  proofs,  and  unnatural  inferences  of  a  wri- 
ter in  the  eighteenth  century.  From  Irenaeus  we  learn, 
that  the  ancient  heretics  were  far  more  honeft  than  their 
fuccefTors.  Socinlans  ftill  appeal  to  the  Apq^es,  as  if 
they  ha4  been  all  Ebionites.  But  the  ancient  heretics, 
confcious  that  they  could  make  no  fuch  appeal,  as  they  paid 
more  regard  to  the  meaning  of  language,  obferved  a  dif- 
ferent method.  ^\  When  we  recall  them,"  fays  the  Bifhop 
o^Lyons,  *'  to  the  Apoftolic  Tradition,  which  is  preierved 
"  by  the  fucceflion  of  Prelbyters,  they  oppofe  Tradition, 
"  aflcrting  that  they,  being  not  only  wifer  than  the  Prcf. 
**  byters,  but  than  the  Apofiles  themfelves,  have  difcovered 
'*  the  iincere  truth :  but  that  the  Apoftles  blended  the  things 
•*  of  the  Law  with  the  words  of  our  Saviour  j  nay,  that  our 
^  Lord  hiaaielf  fometimes  fpokc  from  the  Creator,  ibme- 

I  «  times 
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**  times  fiom  i^  middle  power,  and  again  from  the  Su- 
"  prcme*.'""  Whatever  prefumption  there  was  in  this  lan- 
guage, it^dilcovered  more  integrity,  at  leaft,  than  the  coa- 
dudixf  tho£e  who  pbetend  to  fubmit  to  th%  authority  of  our 
Lord  and.  of  his  ApofUes,  atid  notwithftanding  torture 
tib^  Words  out  of  all  form,  till  they  have  deprived  them  o£ 
the  coilimon  imeaning  of  language. 

But  there  is~  another  weighty  argument  from  the  fame 
ancient.  He  **  gives  no  qditr  name  to  any  Jewiih  Qhri- 
^'  ftians,  befides  that  of  Ebiomtes."  And  what,  if  he  does  not? 
It  was  his  avowed  defign  and  proper  work  to  eftumesate 
the  heretical  leds,  and  not  the  particular  bodies  of  men  that 
adhered  to  found  dodrine;  Is  it  not  enough  that  he  aflerts, 
in  the  ftrongeft  language,  that  ^  all  the  churches  of  Afia," 
die  **  mxA  ancient  churches,"  held  the  fafhe  Apoflolical 
traditiOQ  which  himfelf  held?  But  the  truth  is ;  Irenaeus 
does  not  even  iky  that  the  Ebionites  were  Jewifh  Chriflians, 
or  diat  they  were  of  Jewiih  origin.  Shall  we  therefore 
<>fmf1yt^  that,  in^his  time,  there  were  ho  Jewiih  Chriflians 
8^  all?  This  would  be  juft  as  good  an  infer^ce  from  Ire- 
naeus, as  that  of  there  being  no  Jewifh  Chriflians  befides 


If  any  further  proof  of  the  ^edth  of  all  the  churches,  and 

dierefcxre  cf  the*Hebrew  Chriflians,  be  neceflary,  tlfe  fame 

writer  afibfds*  it  in  the  mod  exprefs  terms*    '*  For  the  ^ 

**  church,"  he  fays,  *•  although  diffeminated  through  the 

•*  whok  habitable  world,  to  the  very  boundaries  of  tha« 

•*  earthy  hadi  received,  from  the  Apoftles  and  their  difci  les, 

«  that  faitti  vrhich  is  in  one  Grod  the  Father  Almighty,  the 

'^Makcr  of  heaven  and  earth,  and  of  the  fea,  and  of  all 

^  diiiigi  in  them,  and*  in  one  Chrifl  Jefus  the  Son  of  God, 

'<  incarniuie  for  our  falvation,  and  in  the  Holy  Ghoil,  who 

^  bv  the  Fro^liets  hath  declared  the  difpenfiations  of  God, 

Vol.  II.  £  "  and 

*  Hiier.  lib.  ill.  c.  %,  ^ 


66  NasMrems  and  EbUnites  Book  V. 

**  and  the.  advent,  and  the  generation  of -a,  Virpn/*  lie. 
His  ideasTiof  the  ifonihip  and  incarnation  of  Chrift  niuft  be 
underftood  according  to  his  own  faith :  andfurely  thofe».who 
Atsntd:  thigenerm^ien  of  a  Virgin^  as  the  Ebionites  did  ac- 
cording to  this  writer,  were  not  confidered  as  part  of  the 
church,  which  he  further  defcribes  as  to  unity  of  faith. 
*'  The.  church,  having  received  this  dodrine  and  &fth,  dili- 
<*  gently  preferves  .it,  as  if  inhabitants  of  one  houfe ;  and 
*^  Iklieves  tbefi  things  in  the  fame  manner^  as  bavimg  om 
^  foulj  and  one  heart ;  and  harmonioujly  preaches^  andteaekes^ 
**  and  tAinfmits  them,  as  pofftfing  one  mouth.    Foraldum^ 
*'  the  languages  of  the  world  are  diiTonant,  yet  there  is  but 
^'  one  and  the  (ame  power  of  Tradition;  And  neither  diefe 
^'  churches  eftablifhed  among  the  Gemnans  hav«  believed 
*'  otherwife,  *or  delivered  otherwife ;  nor  tbofe  among  die 
*'  Spaniards,  nor  among  th^  Celts,  nor  in  the  Eaft,  nor  in 
'*  Egypt,  nor  in  Africa,  nor  thofe  eftabliflied  in  the  middle 
^  regions  of  the  earth.  But  as  the  fun,  tHe  workmanihip 
*'  of  God,  b.  the  fama  in  the  whale  world,  fo  alio  the 
*'  preaching  of  the  truth  every  where  ihines,  and  enlightens 
^<  all  men  inclining  to  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth. 
*'  Nor  is  there  one  among  the  rulers  of  the  church*,  who  is 
*.'  powerful  in  .word,  that  fpeaks  other  things.     For  no  one 
*^  is  above  his  mafter.     Nor  is  there  one,*how  weak  foever 
'*  in  fpeech,  who  diminiihes  the  tradition.    For  the  fakh 
^  being  one  and  thefame^  neither  docs  he' who  can  &y  more 
**  upon  it,  enlarge ;  nor  he  who  can  fay  leaft,  diminifli 
"  it »." 
Thefe  teitimooies  are  fo  plain,  full,  and.depifive»  as  to 

m 

need  no  comment.   With  refped  to  the  point  immediately 

in  hand,  J  ihall  only  obferve,  that  the  Hebrew  believers, 

though  not  mentioned  by  name,  any  more  than  Gentiles, 

are  certainly  included  in  one  or  other  of  thefe  ezprei&oos, 

:    the 
•  Adv.  Haer..  Ub.  i.  c.  2,  3. 
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the  Eq/l^  attd  the  middle  rtgitms  of  the  earth.  It  would 
have  rather  infafed  a  fufpicton,  than  removed  it,  had  Ire- 
narasy  in  this  account,  diftinguiflied  Jew  from  Gentile. 
FeU^Ardentius  obferves  on  the  paflage^*  that  the  Hebrews 
univer&llj  made  Judea  the  middle  of  the  earth ;  and  thstt 
Jerom  and  Grego^f  thought  that  it  was  denominated,  by 
the  prophets^  ^  the  heart  of  the  fea,"*  and  **  the  navd  of 
**  the  earth.**  <^  Philo/'  he  adds,  '^  calk  Jerufalem,  not  the 
^  metropblis  of  die  fiogle  region  of  Judea,  hut  of  tnany 
<*  nations;'  whence  it  feems  to  me. that  the  bleHed  Irenleus 
^*  her^  refers  to  the  churchA  which  then  ezifted  in  Judea  and 
'<  Paleftine  *•"  But  although  it  fliould  unreafbnablj  be 
rdfbfed  thiit  diete  is  anj  diftin^l  reference  to  the  Chriftian 
Hebrews  in  this  account ;  it  muft  either  be  granted,  that 
they  arct  included  in  the  general  deicription,  or  denied  that 
thej  were  accounted  a  part  of  that  one  church  thus  de- 
fcribed; 

I£s  next  proQif  is  from  Eufebius,  who  <'  fays  that  the'firlt 
'^  heralds  of  our  Saviour  (by  whom  he  muft  have  meant 
*' the  Apoftles)  called  thofe  £^io^fif^j,  whieh  in  the  Hc- 
'^  brew  language-  fignifies  poor,,  who,  not  denying  the  body 
**  of  Chrift,  ihowed  their  folly  in  denying  hfa  divinity."' 
But  this  teftimpny  can  be  of  no  ufe  to  Dr  P.,  as  a  proof 
that  the  Ebionites  were  coeval  with  the  Apoftles,  unlels 
he  at  the  fkme  time  admit  its  for<^,  as  proving  that  the 
Apoftles  were  enemies  to  this  doAtine. 

**  Epiphahius,"  he  feather  obferves,  "  makes  Ebion  co- 
**  temporary  with  the  Apoftle  John,— and  the  Ebionites 
**  cotemporary  with  the  Naiarenes."  And  afterwards  9 
^  It  muft  be  owned,  however,  that  in  xio  pelfeA  cenififtence 
''  with  this  account^  Epiphanius  places  the  origin  of  the  Na« 
^  zarenes  after  the  deftru£Hon  of  Jerulklem  f ."  But  our  author 
ihews  how  much  he  is  at  a  lois  for  proofs  when  he  tries  to 
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^rce  it  from  a  writer^  on  that  vexy  article  in,  which  he  ac- 
cufes  him  of  {elf-contradiftion.  ■    • 

Modern  writers,  however^  in  the  abundance  of  their 
wifdom,  fometimes  blame  the  ancients  rather  on  flight 
gromids.  They  g^knce  at  one  paflage  which  feems  to  con- 
tradift  another,  and  becaufe  thej  will*  not  take  time  to 
read  deliberately,  boldly  conelode  that  the  ancient  writer 
is  in  the  wrong,  without  ever  fufpefting  that  this  nuiy  hap- 
)>en  to  be  the  cafe  with  themfelves.  After  all,  k  may  ap« 
ptfir  that  Epiphanius*  is  "  perFedly  coniiftent/'  while  be 
fay»  in  one  paflage,  that  Ebioif  was  cotemporary  with  the 
Apoftle  John,  and  ialfo  with  the  Nazarenes ;  and  yet  in  a- 
aodief ,  fixes  their  origin  after  the  definition  of  Jcrofii- 
lem.  For  in  the  very  place  referred  to  by  Dr  P.  as  a  proef 
that  Ebion  is  made  cotemporary  with  John  *,  Epiphanios 
informs  us  that  this  Apt^le  lived  till  the  reign  of  Trajan. 
In  that  very  fedion,  part  of  which  is  quoted  as  a  proof 
that  EpifAanius  made  Ebion  cotemporary  with  the  Naxa- 
renes,  he  declares  *,  that  "  the  beginning  of  this  £Ei&ien 
^  was  after  the  deflru&ion  oi  Jerufidem.  Fory"^fays  he,  **  ts 
**  at  that  time  aU  the  belieyers  in  Chrift  lived  in  Persa,  aad 
**  efpecially  in  the  city  Pella,  they  being  removed  from 
**  their  former  pofleffions,  and  remaining  there,  occafico 
^  was  then  given  to  Ebion  f ."  Thus,  there  is  a  '^  per&fi 
**  confidence"  between  the  one  account  and  the  other.  Ac- 
cording  to  the  ancient  writer,  John  Uved  tiU  the  reign  of 
Trajan.  But  Jeru&lem  was  deftroyed  long  before  his 
reign.  This  account  alfo  coincides  with  that  given  in  tbe 
Chronicle  of  Alexandria,  which  fixes  the  appearance  of  tbe 
herefy  of  Ebion  to  the  eighth  year  of  Trajan,  nnder  Cto- 
didus  and  Quadratus  confuls  %•     To  the  iame  period  it  ez- 
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tends  the  b'fe  of  the  Apo&le  John  *.  The  author  of  this 
Chronicle  is  fuppofed  to.  have  been  nearly  coeval  with  £a- 
febius. 

*  The  Do&or  quotes   Sophronius  as  laying  that  ^*  John^ 
'^  befides  having  a  view  to  Cerinthus,  and  other-heretics, 
^'  wrote  moijre  eipecially  againfi  the  herefy  of  the  Ebioa- 
*^  itesy  which  was  then  very  prevalent  f ."     But  the  fame 
may  be  (aid  of  this  teflimony  as  of  that  of  Eufebius*    €f 
we  receive  one  part  of  the  teftimooy  of  an  author,  we 
muft. receive  another 4  unlefs  it  can  be  proved  that  he  had 
a  caofe  of  knowledge  as  to  the  one,  which  he  had  not  as  to 
the  other*     The  fuppofition  of  his  telling  truth  in   one 
part,  and  fiUidbood  in  another,  when  the  circumftances  of 
both  muft  hxvjt   been  equally  well  known  to  him,  affe£b 
his  credibility  in  the  whole.    Indeed  the  £ads  narrated  by 
a  writer  may  be  true,  yrhile  his  conftrndian  of  them, 
OT'  reafootngs  from  them,  may  be  &lfe«      Our  author 
wiJhes  to  make  an  unparalleled  ufe  of  teftimony.     Give 
him  Ihe  one  half  of  a  featence,  he  will  grafp  at  it  ytniii 
fully  as  much  eagemels,  as  if  it  were  the  language  of  iq- 
fpiration ;  but-  rejed  the  other,  as  if  the  writer  were  on* 
worthy  of  the  leaft  regard.  He  attempts  to^rftaUlih  a  new 
kind  of  literary  tribunal.    He  fummons  the  Qipft  vene- 
rable and  reputable  witnefles,  examines  and  crofs-examines 
them.     If  they  do  not  declare  wha^  he  priciumes  to  be  the 
whole  trutbi  he  declares.it  for  tbem,  by  makiog  tl^e  (Irangeft 
inferences  from  th^r  telHmonj.      Their   very  ^nce  is 
fuScient  evidence.     If  they,  however  oUcurply,  give  a 
hint  of  any  thing  that  is  favourable  to  his  views,  he  re- 
•ceives  it  without  the  leaft  hefitation,  and  pronounces  £en- 
tence  on  the  groond^oi^their  leftimoqj:  al^ugh  as  to 
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the  points  in  which  he  differs  from  them,  he  pays  as  little 
regard  to  their  moft  ezprefs  and  o^oft  folemn  declarations 
as  if  he  had  pronounced  them  infamous.  Merely^  bccaufe 
Caffian,  a  writer  in  the  fifth  century,  calbEbion  **  the  firft 
•''  heretit,^*  Dr  P.  avsuls  himfelf  of  the  declaration  ;  with- 
out feeming  to  think  that  if  this  writer's  evidence  be  worth 
contending  for,  there  muft  qot  only  have  been  foch  a  per- 
i8n  as  EUoftf  which  otA-  author  refnfes;  but  he  rnuft  alio 
have  been  an  enemy  to  divine  truth.  But  if  an  author  err 
as  to  the  very  exiftence  of  a  perfon,  it  can  fcarcely  be  pre- 
fumed  that  he  is  ezad  as  to  the  time  of  it. 

After  Dr  P.  has  brought  fueh  powerful  evidence,  be  fub- 

_  • 

joins  ;  ^  There  can  be  no  doubt,  therefore,-  llut  thtft  both 
^*  Ebionites  and  Nazaren*es  were  exifting  in  the  time  of  the 
*'  apoftles  'j  and  that  there  was  no  real  difference  between 
'*  thefe  two  fe6b.  And  that  both  of  them  were  equally  be- 
**  lievers  in  thie  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift,  is  no  kls  evi- 
<*  dent  ^/^ 

fie  then  proceeds  to  prove  the  laft  affertion,  and  to  pro- 
duce fome  further  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  fecond. 
The  teftimony  of  Origen  is  clear  and  decifive  to  this 
purpofe.  He  fays,  that  the  word  Ebion^  in  the  Jewifli 
5<  language  fignifies  poor^  and  thofe  of  the  Jews  who  belie- 
*'  ved  Jefos  to  be  the  Chrift  are  called  Ebionites."  The 
teftimony  of  Origen  is  not  juft  fo  explicit  here  as  in  the 
Hiftory  of"  Corruptions.  There  it  is  aflerted*  **  that  both 
'*  Origen  and  ^piphanius  acknowledge  that  the  Naza- 
**  renes  and  Ebionites  were  the  fame  people,  and  held  the 
**  fame  tenets  t*"  But  the  Dodor  has  now  taken  the 
trouble  to  look  into  Origen,  and  finds  that  he  does  not  (o 
much  as  mention  the  Nazarenes#  However,  he  is  determi- 
ned  that  this  writer  ihall  llill  be  of  fome  ufe  to  him  ;  and 
as  he  formerly  made  Origen  by  what  he  never  bddp  he  now 
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fays  for  hiia  more  than  that  Father  could  himfelf  venttire 
to  aflert.  '*  Her^/'  Dr  P.  adds,  *^  is  no  room  left  ibr  anj 
'*  difierence  between  the  Ebionites  and  NazareHes ;  for  the 
**  Ebionites  comprehendiid  all  the  Jewifh  Chriftians ;  andy 
«•  according  to  Origen,  none  of  them  .were  believers  in  the 
^  preeziftence  or  divinity  of -Chrifl/'  EVen  fuppofiog  the 
firft  aflertion  to  be  a  native  inference  from  the  words  of  0> 
rigen,  where  does  he -find  the  lecond  ?  In  the  paflage  quo^ 
ted,  that  Father  fpeaks  indefinitely ;  but  he  did  not  dare  to 
fay  that  '*  the  Ebionites  comprehended  all  the  Jewiih 
^  Chriftians."  However,  we  ihall  defer  the  particular  con- 
£deration  of  thb  paiTage,  till  we  come  to  examine  the  evi* 
dence  brought  by  Dr  P.  to  difprove  the  exiftence  of  ortho- 
dox Jews  at  yerufalemt  fubfequent  to  the  time  of  Adrian. 

In  the  meanwhile,  let  it  be  obferved,  that  Socinians,  if 
determined  to  abide  by  the  authority  of  Odgen,  ought  to 
take  it  in  its  proper  ^tent.  If  the  language  of  this  Fa- 
ther be  a  fufficient  progf  that  all  the  Jewifb  Chriftians 
were  Ebionites ;  it  muft  be  equally  fufficient  to  prove,  that 
they  were  all  without  the  communion  of  the  church.  ,Cel- 
fus  having  objefied  to  the  truth  of  Chriftianity  the  diver- 
fity  of  opinions  among  thofe  who  bore  the  Chriftian  name ; 
Origen,  after  mentioning  the  Valentinians  and  Ghoftics^ 
and  declaring  that  they  had  never  been  Chriftians,  adds, 
I  *'*'  Be  it  fo,  diat  there  are  others  alfo  who  receive  Jefus,  and 
therefore  boaft  that  they  are  Chriftians,  but  yet  retaining 
the  law  and  choofing  to  live  like  the  multitude  of  the  Jews 
(as  the  Ebionites  of  both  kinds—)  how  can  this  crime  of- 
feB  thofe  who  conjlitute  the  church  */" 

Dr  P.  again  introduces  Eufebius  to  prove  that  the  Na- 
zarenes  and  Ebionites  were  the  fame  people,  becaufe  he 
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makes  no  inention  of  the  former.  Eafebiusy  as  tranflated 
hj  our  author,  fays ;  *^  Others,  whom  a  malignant  daBmon 
^<  Was  not  able  entirely  to  turn  afide  from  the  love  of 
^'  Chtifty  finding  them  weak  in  fome  refpefb,  he  reduced 
^'  into  his  power.  Thefe  by  the  ancients  were  called  £• 
^'  bio&ites,  as  thinking  meanly  concerning  Chrift.  FA 
'^  they  reckon  him  a  mere  man,  like  other  men,  but  ap« 
^*  proved  on  account  of  his  virtue,  being  the  ion  of  Ma* 
>^  ry's  huiband.  Others  called  (by  the  fame  name,  leaving 
'<  the  abfurd  opinion  of  the  former,  do  not  deny  that 
'*  Chrift  was  born  of  a  Virgin,  but  fay  that  he  was  of  the 
"  Holy  Spirit.  How.ever,  at  the  fame  time,  they  by  no 
*'  means  allowing  that  Chrift  was  God,  the  Word  and  Wif* 
**  dom,  were  drawn  into  the  reft  of  their  impiety  *.•• 
Though  we  ihould  grant  that  Eufebius,  in  no  part  of  his 
writings,  referred  to  believing  Hebrews  who  adhered  to 
the  law,  and  continued  in  the  dodrine  of  our  Saviour's  di- 
vinity, it  would  only  amount  to  a  negative  proof.  But  it 
may  be  inferred  from  this  paflfige,  that  there  bad  been  at 
Icril  perfons  of  this  defcription.  The  Do&or,  indeed, 
throws  his  tranflation  into  fuch  a  form,  as  to  make  it  ap- 
pear that  this  fecond  clafs  of  Ebionites  fet  out  with  the  de- 
nial of  Chrift's  deity,  and  were  afterwards  ''  drawn  into 
*'  the  reft  of  their  impiety,"  as  fomething  diftinft.  But 
this  is  not  a  juft  tranflation.  The  paflage  literally  is : 
«_  But  others,  on  their  accounts  *  or  ^^  after  tbem^  receiving 
'*  the  fame  name,  have  fled  from  the  ftrange  abfurdity  of 

*'  the 

*  K»\t^^  ^i  -KCL^A   rovTWf  rnf  avrn^    ovru   w^Tiiy»fnt(,  Tif»  fci*  rtn 
iii^fx^ltf9  IXTOV0V  Jtil»^|g«axo»  «ero^»«»,  fx  ^»^$tfov  x«i  row  Ayno  IltUH. 

W(Q'jnuf^eit  ituTctf  Gf**  A«yo»  Cfra  xat  ae^iotv  ofAtfAAynyrK,  m  T«r»  w^ 
n^»*9  ^rf^fiT^ivorro  ivcff'tfiun*  fta>^f.a  •rt  uat  mr  e-m^Tuvnt  «rt^i  ref 
i>crfA«»  Xar^iMtv  6/*«i«f(  Ufiv«i(  ift^hivuf  trsftiet^^u  Hift.  lib.  iii.  C«  27* 
p.  121. 


Chap.V.  •    noi  the Jana  P^^.  ^yj 

*^  the  former,  not  denying  that  the  Lord  was  conceived  of 
'^  a  Virgby  and  of  the  H0I7  Ghoft }  nevertheleis,  in  like 
**  manner,  as^thele  (the  former),  not  any  longer  confeffing 
**  that  he  pre-exiifasd  as  God,  the  Wprd,  and  Wifdom,  they 
"  were  carried  away  by  the  impiety  of  the  former." 

The  manner  in  which  Eufebius  ezpreffes  himfelf  eyt- 
dently  implies  that  the  latter  received  their  name  from  the 
former ;  and  that  they  were  origlaally  diftind.  His  ipeaning 
in  what  follows  clearly  is,  that  they  were  fo  carried  away 
by  the  im^nety  of  the  former,  as  no  longer  to  acknowledge 
the  divinity  of  Jefns.     ^He'firft   mentions  the  effed,  and 
dien  the  caoCe  (  althongh  both  are  in  the  clofefl  connexicm. 
But  Dr  P.  overlooks  the   prior  exi(lence  affigned  to  the 
jclafs  firft  defcribed ;  their  exiftence  under  the  name  of  E* 
bionites  before  they  were  joined  by  thofe  who  received 
this  name  from  them.    Then,  he  entirely  overlooks  the 
particle  t^  or  m  conneded  with  «.     I  need  not  remind  the 
learned  gentleman  that  tt\eTe  ^sa  vr^onrra,  thefe  winged 
words  J  inconfiderable   as  they  may  feem,  are  the  nerves, 
nay,  the  very  foul  of  language.     But  as  if  he  meant  to 
make  up  for  the  omiiBon,  he  in  the  clofe  of  the  ientence 
throws  in  Iwo  words  for  this  otie,«— fi&r  refi.     As  to  the 
fmiffion^  it  is  probable  that  he  was  mifled  by  the  tranfla* 
tion  of  ValefitVy  which  takes  no  notice  of  the  important 
particle  :  although  it  becomes  an  hiftorian  to  truft  to  origi* 
nals  only;    With  refpeft  to  the  addition^  the  (ame  apology 
cannot  be  made.     Dr  P.  perhaps  wiihed  die  reader  to  ap- 
prehend that  this  fecond  clafs  at  length  denied  the  miracu« 
loos  conception,  and  that  this  was  the  reft  of  the  impiety 
of  the  former.      But  this  is  entirely  a  fupplement  of  his 
own.     The  latter  indeed  continued  to  aflerC  the  miracu- 
lous  conception.      For  Eufebius  fpeaks  of  them  as  ftiil 
'*  not  denying  that  Chrift  was  conceived  of  a  Virgin.** 
The  /icn  agvufAt^i  is  applicable  to  them  at  the  very  fame 
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time  with  the  u  t9  ofuikonfwnti*  Even  when  the j  cea£ed  to 
oonfels  the  deity  of  ChmSij  they  did  not  deny  his  ipinoi- 
Ions  conception.  ^  . 

Thus  the  paiTage  under  confideratioo,  although  its  proper 
meaning  does  not  £sem  to  have  been  hitherto  attended  to, 
pcpves  a  great  deal  more  than  our  learned  author  wilbes. 
It  proves  that  there  was  one  clais  of  Chriftian  Hebrews  e* 
▼entually  named  after  *th^  Ebionites,  who  once  acknow- 
ledged the  deity  of  Chrift,  as  well  as  the  miraculous  coo- 
ception,  but  afterwards  renounced  the  firft  of  thefr  doo 
Crines,  The  ancient  hiftoriaii  at^he  lame  time  mentions 
the  fnare  that  intangled  them.  *'  They  were  drawn  away 
^'  by  the  i(npiety  of  the  former ;  efpectally  ju^  in  the  fiunc 
<^  manner  with  them,  they  contended  for  the  ftrift  oblerva- 
'^  tioo  of  the  bodily  fervice  of  the  law^"  From  this  ac- 
count it  appears  that  this  two  parties,  according  to  Enfe- 
bitts,  bearing  the  general  name  of  Ebionites  in  his  time,  fo 
fM*  from  being  more  intimately  connefted  in  preceding  ages, 
bad  been  entirely  difiinfi ;  becaufe  they  oppofed  each  other, 
not  only  as  to  the  miraculous  conception  of  our  Saviour, 
but  with  refpefl:  to  his  deity.  Even  fuppofing  that  the  in- 
formation of  Eufebius  was  good,  this  parage,*  inftead  of 
proving,  as  Dr  P.  imagioes,  that  Nazarenes  and  Ebionites 
were  the  fame  people,'  affords  a  ftrong  prefumption  that 
thofe  of  the  latter  clais  of  Ebionites  had  formerly  been 
called  Nazarenes  ;  but  that  they  received  the  common  name 
of  Ebionites,  after  joining  with  thefe  heretics,  and  adopt- 
ing their  leading  principle.      Bat   it  will  be  afterwards 

•ihewn,  that  only  feme  of  the  Nazarenes  can  be  fuppofed 
to  have  been  thus  drawn  away. 

}  do  not  mean  to  enter  into  a  particular  dilcuflion  of  the 
quotation   from   Jerom's  letter  to  Auflin  ^  which   is  the 

*  next  evidence  referred  to  by  Dr  P.  *•     Its  meaning  has 
%  been 

V  Si  hoc  venim  eft;  in  Chcrintbi  et  Hebionii  haerefim  dilablmur,  qot 

ere  denies 
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been  warmlj  oontefled  already )  and  «t  has  been  clearly 
proved  by  our  anchor's  learned  antagonifts,  that  Jerom  as 
really  diftingutflies  between  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebionitei, 
as  between  th^  latter  and  the  followers  of  Cerinthus.  Th« 
generaKty  of  literary  readers  will  ftiU  nnderftand  Jimukuan 
as  expreffive  of  a  mere,  pretence.  The  Doftor  fays ;  *^  Qad 
'*  he  meant  to  dcfcribe  any  other  clafi  of  people,  he  would 
'' naturally  Jiave  begun  his  next  fentence  with£^/e,or 
Rft  aha  hartfii^  and  not  fimply  bterefis  eft.  As  to  his 
fpeaking  bf  htrefy^  in  the  fecond  &ntendey  and  not  2^r- 
''  ticsj  as  in  the  firft,  it  is  a  inoft  trifling  inaccuracy  of  Ian-* 
*'  guage,  the  eafieft  of  .ail  others  to  £iU  into,  and  of  no  con- 
'*  fequence  to  the  meaning  at  all  *."  But  the  rea4er  will 
judge,  whether,  if  Jerom  meant  to  fpeak  of  a  different  flafii 
of  people,  it  was  a  greater  inaccuracy  to  fay  har^  ^,  in- 
ftead  of  Eft  et^  or  to  conneft'  Hebionitis  with  ejl^  if  be  meant 
to 'fpeak  of  the  fame  clals.  *     -  • 

Dr  P.  alfo  ventures  too  far,  efpecially  while  the- reader 
has  the  quotation  in  his  eye,  in  faying ;  ^*  Jerom's  account 
'*  of  thefe  two- denominations  of  men  is  exaRly  the  fame  f 
^^  the  Ebionites  being  believers  in  Chrifi^  but  mixing  the  law 
^^  and  the  gofpel;  and  the  Nazarenes  wi/bmg  to  be  both 
"  Jewe  and  'CbriJUans^  which  certainly  comes  to  the  very 
**"  fame  thing  \*    There  is  ftill  fome  little  difference*    For 

even 

credentes  in  Clirifto,  propter  hoc  folum  a  patribns  anathcoAtizati  funt ; 
qnod  legis  caerimonias  Chrifii  Evangelio  mifcuerunt,  ct  fie  nova  confeflt 
I  iiint,  ot  Vetera  non  amitterent.  Quid  dicam  de  Hebionitis,  qui  Chriftia- 
nos  efle  fe  fimulant.?  Ufque  hodie  per  tolas  orieotis  fynagogas  -iater  Ju* 
daeos  haerefis  eft»  quae  dicitur  Mineorum,  et  a  Pharifxis  nunc  ufque  dam^ 
natur,  quos  vulgo  Nazaraiot  nuncupaot,  qui  credunt  in  Cfarifium,  filium 
Dei,  natum  de  Virgine  Maria,  et  evim  dicunt  efle,  qtii  Tub  Pontio  Pilato 
pafliis  eftt.et  refurrezit,  in  quern  et  n^  credimus :  fed  dum  volant  ^t  Jo"- 
daei  efle,  et  Chriftiani,  nee  Judapi  funt,  nee  Cbriftiani^  Opera,  Vol,  i. 
p.  634.  ap.  Audi. 

•  Vol.  iii.  p.  171.  f  Ibid.  p.  17a. 
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even  fetting  afide  <he  meaning  ol  fimulant\  hiUivirig  m 
Cbrift  is  not  ''  exafti j  the  (ame'^  with  believing  in  ChriJ^ 
the  Son  of  Gody^n  whom  we  alfo  believe.     Tha  generalitj 
of  readers  will  be  fatisfied>  that  Jerom  meanr  to  mark  a  ve- 
ry importaht  diftin£don.    Though  the  writer  bad-fimply' 
(aid,  that  they  believed  in  Chriil  the  Stkn  of  Godf  it  might 
have  been  juftly  inferred^  that  they  were-  orthodox  belie- 
vers I  becanfe  he  uniformly  affixes  a.  fenfe  to  the  latter  a- 
preffion,  totally  irreconcileable  to  the  idea  of  the  mere 
humanity  of  Jefus ;  nay^   elfewhere  expreisly  contrafis  it 
with  this  idea  *•    But  when  he  is  fo  very'  particular  as  to 
addy^W/x  wifom  we  al/o  believe,  he  gives  his  language  (b  de- 
Cermii^e  a  meanings  as  to  remove  every  ground  of  cavil. 
Our  author  would  not  take  it  weU,  were  it  denied  that  be 
believes  in  Cbriji.     He  at  1^  pretends  to  do  fo,  ^  Jerom 
fays  .of  the  Ebionites.     But  he  will  not  carry  the  matter 
fo  ixt-  as  to  fay,  that  he  believes  in  C^rijiy  the  Son  ofGoiy^ 
in  whom  Jerom  alfo  believed;  that  is«  in  the  lame  (eoie* 
For  undoubtedly,  in  quejn  et  nos  fredimus,  is  equivalent  to 
HmUiter  ut  nos  credimus;  denoting   that  thele   Nazareaes 
had  \htfame  views  of  the  perfon  of  Cbrift  as  Jerom  and 
the  reft  of  the  orthodox  f  • 

But  if  Jerom  does  not  introduce  another  clkis  of  bereticst 
he  has  committed  a  greater  miftake  than  any  of  theie  men- 
tioned. Why  give  the  Ebionites  new  names  ?  According 
to  pur  ^thor,  indeed,  Jerom  "   obferves  that  the  fame 

*•  people 

^  liUd  ^e  Judaeii  di^um  lit  et  baereticU  qui  fpcm  habent  in  bomiiXf 
it)  Chriilo  videlicet  fuo;  quern  non  flium  Dei,  feci  purum  bominem  pntaot 
$X6  vcnturum.     In  Jer.  ivii.  5. 

t  Jerom  mtt%  the  fume  kind  of  lang^uage  in  another  place,  about  tlic 
meaning  of  which  there  can  be  no  difpute.  Explaining  the  prophcqr  of 
Maladii  concerning  the  harbinger* of  Chrift,  be  fays;  Converut  cor  pa- 
trum  ad  fiiios,  Abraham  videlicet,  et  I(aac,  et  Jacob,  et  omnium  patriar- 
charum  ;  ut  credant  poderi  eorum  in  Dominum  Salvatorem,  in  qutm  et 
ilU  crcdi'Urant,  Abraham  cnim  vidit  diem  Domiivi  ct  lietatus  c^.  Coc 
iuent.  io  Mai.  iv.  6. 
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'^  people  1^0  were  called  Ebionites  (bjdie  Gentiles)  were 
"  called  Minai  and  Nazarenes  by  the  Jews.''     Does  Jerom 
really  objirve  this  ?  "  I  have  not  faid  fo,"  may  the  Dodor 
reply,.  "  for  I  have  put  thefe  words,  by  the  Gentiles ^  in  % 
**  parenthefis."     But  has  Jeroni  given  any  ceafon  tp  fuppofe 
that  this  was  his  meaning  ?  Not  the  mod  diftant  infinuation. 
Can  it  be  believed  that  Df  P.  really  iinderflood  him'  in  this 
fenfe  ?  This  is  entirely  beyond  the  limits  of  probabilijty. 
Surely,  then,  this  parenthefis  implies  that  our  author  himfelf 
believes,  that  his  predecefibrs  received  the  name  of  Ebio^ 
nites  from  th&  Gentiles,     This  is  equally  incredible.     Could 
he  have  forget  the  pains  he  had  taken^,  but  a  few  pages  be- 
fore, to  prove,  from  Origen  and  Eufebius,  that  this  is  an 
Hebrew  word,  fignifying  fxyDerty  /'  Could  he  have  forgot 
his  interpMretation  of  that  phrafe  (»  ^f oiroi,  ufed  by  Eufebius 
to  denote  thofe  who  firft  impofed  this  name  \  *'  by  whon\," 
Dr  P.  fays, ''  he  muft  have  meant  the  Apoftles  *  ?"  Had  he 
no  recolledion  of  what  he  had  addrefled  to  Dr  Horfley  on 
this  fubjiift  }^vi%.  that ''  the  unbelieving  Jews  called  all  thole 
*'  of  their  raoe,  who  were  Chriftians,  by  the  name  of  Ebio* 
"  nites,  in  the  time  of  Origen  :"  and  that  "  Origen's  own 
"words  are  too  expreis  to  admit  any  donbt  of  thisf." 
We  cannot  fuppofe  that  there  was  any  defed  .of  n^emory. 
For  in  the  fcrarth  page  after  that  in  which  he  gives  Jerom's 
ahfervationf  he  infonns  us  that  the  tenn  Ebionites  was 
"  given  them  by  their  unbelieving  brethren  J."  Why,  then, 
does  Dr  P.  give  a  meaning  to  the  language  of  Jerom,  for 
which  he  muft  know  there  is  not  the  leaft  foundation  ?  Why 
does  he  materially  make  him  lay  what  no  ancient  has  ever 
dreamed,  what  he  would  not  himfelf  have  believed,  al- 
though  Jerom  had  faid  it  ?  The  reafon  is  obvious.     W^ere 
it  not  for  this  i^efiil  parenthqfis  (by  the  Gentiles)^  the 
tvhole  of  his  expoiition  of  Jerom  muft  fall  to  the  ground. 

For 

*  ?.  162,.  t  Firft  Letters,  p«  18.  t  Vol.  iii.  p,  175. 
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For  the  moft  carelefi  reader  would  inihmtlj  inquire ;  **  Hair 
^  can  it  be  fuppofed  that  Jtepm,  after  defchbing  thefe  people 
<^  as  called  Ebionites^  would  proceed  to  tell  us  that  they 
**  were  called  Minai  and  Na%aretus  by  the  Jews  $  whea 
"  we  know  thai  it  was  finom  the  Jews  that  they  teceived  ' 
^  the  name  of  Ebionites  /  Nay,  how  could  he  (ay  that 
**  they  were  commonly  called  Nas&arenes  by  the  Jews,  whdi 
*^  vft  are  aflured,  from  the  proofi  brought  hj*  Dr  P.  diat 
•*  this  very  people  commonly  called  them  Ebionites  f^  Out 
who  writes  in  this  way,  may  prove  any  tbing.  ' 

It  had  been  juftly  objefted  to  the  Doftor's'view  of  thk 
paiTage,  that  ^  if  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebioftites  weie  the 
**-fame  people,  it  may  with  equal  deamels  of  reafoa  be  is- 
**  ferred  that  they  were  the  fanft  people  with  the  Ceifti* 
<<  thians  likewife  ;  becaufe  the  Cerinthians  are  placed  with 
<<  the  Ebionites  in  the  preceding  fentence.**  Our  snthofi 
having  mentioned  the  objeSion,  fays ;  *'  I  anfwer,  tbej 
*^  were  the  fame  people  as  far  as  Jerom  confidered  them 
**  becaufe  they  were  equally  zealous  for  the  law  of  Mofes  f." 
This  is  queftionable,  however.  It  would  feem  that  the 
Cerinthians  were  not  fo  zealous  for  the  law,  as  the  Ebio- 
nites. For  tKey  did  not  afcribe  it  to  the  Supreme  Beingt 
but  to»angels,  or  fome  power  inferior  to  God  f .  But,  even 
fuppofing  the  truth  of  what  Dr.  P.  fays,  it  deflrojs  tbtt 
abfolute  identity  of  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes,  which  be 
has  all  along  been  attempting  to  demonftrate.  It  b  redo* 
ced  to  a  mere  iimilarity  in  one  point.  For  if  this  pafiTtge 
only  proves  that  Cerinthians  were  the  fame  people  with 
Ebionites,  as  to  the  law  ;  undoubtedly  it  can  prove  nothing 
more  with  refpeft  to  the  Nazarenes. 

But  it  b  a  lingular  circumllance  that,  in  thb  reply,  oar 
author  has  adopted  the  very  reafoning  of  Dr  Horfley  agaioft 
hb  theory.     Becaufe  Jerom  fays  that  **  Ebion  and  Cerin- 

"  thus,— 

•  P.  173,  174.  t  TertuU.  Pnefcript.  c.  4S. 
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*^  thus,— believing  in  Chrift9<m  this  account  onlj  had  been 
'<  anathemadzed  bj  the  Fathers,  that  they  blended  the  ce« 
'*  remooies  of  the  law  with  the  gofpel  *,"  Dr  P.  had  grgned, 
tllat  they  were  not  excommunicated  '*  on  account  of  their 
denjing  *'  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  bnt  tmly  on  account  of 
^  their  rigid  ob&rvaace  of  the  Mofaic  law  *•"  To  this  his 
teamed  opfAment  had  juftlj  replied :  '*  This  being  ^id  of 
'^  both  without  difiindiony  mult  be  (aid  of  either  in  fome 
'*  Senfe  in  which  it  may  be  true  of  botn  ;  and  if  it  acquits 
the  EbioQi^s  of  herefy,  except  in  the  fingle  ^ticle  bi 
their  Jqdaifiai,  it  equally  acquits  the  Cerinthians."  But 
thisjeamed  writer  gives  it  as  his  opinion,  that  Jerom  here 
fpeaks  of  their  agreement  as  to  the  law,  and  feems  to  think 
that  this  was  the  only  point  which  he  then  had  in  his  eye. 
For  he  (ays )  ''  The  Judaic  fuperflition  was  a  thing  fo  cri* 
**  minal  in  the  jujdgment  of  the  primitive  ChrifBans,  as  to 
*'  conftitute  by  itfelf  one  very  fufficient  reafon  for  the  ex- 
*'  o(Hnmunication  of  the  feds  which  were  addi&ed  to  xt  f ." 
Oar -author  undoubtedly  admits  the  jufhieft  of  his  oppo- 
nent's reafbning;  and  thus  withdraws  the  only  ground  of 
his  aflertion,  at  lew  as  far  as  Jerom  is  concerned,  that  ^  the 
^'doftrine  of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift  was  not 
**  thought  deferving  of  excommunication  in  early  times  %, 

If  Dr  P.  in&r,  from  the  language  of  Jerom,*  that  the 
£bionites  were  anathematized  folely  on  account  of  their 
adherence  to  the  law,  he  muft  alfo  grant  that  the  Cerin- 
thians  were  fubjeded  to  the  fame  cenfure  for  no  other 
reafon.  Now,  ^as  he  allows  that  the  Cerinthians  were  the 
firft  Gnoftics,  all  his  trouble  to  prove  that  GnofticiOtn  was 

the 

«  Firft  Let.  to  Dc  H.  p.  34. 

f  The  learned  and  judicious  BUhop  Bull  has  clearly  proved,  that  Jerom 
did  not  mean  that  Cerinthus  and  £bion,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Fathen, 
held  no  othef  herefy  \  but  that  although  they  had  been  orthodox  in  other 
refpedts,  this  error  alone  would  have  been  accounted  a  fufficient  ground 
for  an  anathema.  Judg.  Cath.  Church,  c.  Z.  C.  13. 

t  Firft  Let.  to  Dr  H.  p.  33. 
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th^  only  herejy  in  earljr  times;,  muft  be  loft.  For  it  nccef^ 
iarilj  foUowSy  that,  the  circjunftance  of  Cerinthus  being  a 
Gnoftic  was  of  no  weight  whatfoever  in  fubjeding  him  ta 
excommunication ;  and  that  he  would  not  have  been  caft 
out  of  the  churchy  had  he  not  adhered  to  the  law. 

But  from  the  general  ftrain  of  this  epiftle,  it  b  evident 
that  Terom,  in  fpeaking  of  Ebion,  CerinthuS|*and  the  Na« 
zarenes,  had  at  this  time  no  other  herefj  in-  Ids  eye  but 
that  of  Judaijm,  Auguftine  had  given  him  great  oflfence 
bj  fome  things  that  he  had  written  to  him  on,  this  fubjed. 
Therefore  he  fays  ;  *'.  What  Chriftian  can  hear  with  pa- 
^'  tience  what  is  contained  in  jour  epiiUe  ?  '  Paul  was  a 
^  JeWy  but  having  become  a  Chriftian^  he  did  not  abandon 

*  the  facraments  of  the  Jews,  which  that  people  properlj 

*  and  lawfully  obferved :  ^nd  therefore  he  obferved  thenif 
'  even  when  an  Apoftle  of  Chrift»  that  he  might  teach  that 
'  they  were  not  hurtful  to  thofe  who  inclined  to  retain 
^  them  as  they  had  received  them  from  their  fathers?' 
^'  Again,  I  befeech  you,  that  you  will  indulge  me  in  ex- 
*«  preiTmg  my  grief. -r— Behold,  I.  may  on  the  contrary  laji 
'^  and  although  the  whole  world  ihoulJ  cry  out  againfl  me» 
"  freely  declare,  that  the  ceremonies  of  the  law  are  both 
*<  hurtful  and  deadly  to  Chriftians ;  and  that  whofoever 
'^fliall  obferve  them,  whether  Jew  or  Gentile,  is  fallen  in' 
**  to  the  {hare  of  the  devil."  His  mind  is  evidendj 
rankled,  fo  that  he  can  attend  to  nothing  but  this  fingk 
article.  For  he  previoufly  exprefTes  his  fear,  left  fucb  ex- 
planations as  Auguftine  had  given,  fliould  '^  again  intro- 
^'  duce  moft  villanous  herefy  into  the  church  ;"  adding. 
"  But  if  it  were  incumbent  on  us  to  receive  the  rites  of 
**  the  Jews ;  and  lawful  for  them  to  obferve,  in  the 
"  churches  of  Chrift,  thefe  things  which  they  have  per- 
"  formed  in  the  fynagoguts  of  Satan :  I  will  (ay  what  I 

^  ^*  thinki 


I 
% 


« 
^<  think,  they  would  not  become  Chriftians,  but  ihej  .would 

"  make  Us  Jews  ♦." 

^  The  Do&or  takes  notice  qf  the  argument  founded  to 

Auftin's  anfwer  to  Jerom,  as  (hewing  that  he  coofidered 

them  as  different  lefts.     ''  Btit  Auflin/'  he.fays,  *'  only 

''  enumerate^  all  the  names  that  Jerom  had  mentioned,  and 

''  whether  the  differences  w^re  real-  or  nominal,  great  or 

'*  little,  it  fignified  nothing  to  him  f.     If  Auftin  had  really 

enumerated  all  the  names  mentioned  by  Jerom,  the  pther 

affertion  would  have  been  rather  more  fj^ecious.     But  here 

our  author  is   miilaken.     For  Auftin  omits  Cerinthus. 

He  omits  the  Minei.     But  the  truth  of  the  obfenration,. 

founded  on  this  fuppofed  enumeration,  b  highly  quefiion* 

able.     For  had  Jerom  muftered  a  parcel  of  names  without 

any  real  diitinftion,  Auftin  might  juftly  have  objeded  to 

his  condud,  as  difcovering  a  ftrong  propenfity  to  blacken 

his  charader.     In  the  heat  of  controverfy,  which  evidently 

appears  in  the  courfe  of  this  correfpondence,  it  is  not  likely 

that  he  would  have  overlooked  fuch  a  circumftance.     It 

would  have  given  him  ah  handle  for  reprefenting,  either 

the 

*  Neqve  enim  cjufdem  eft  cnminis,  in  expltoatione  SMptartram  di- 

ireifas  majoiam  (ententias  ponere,  et  haereGm  fceleratiffiinam  nirfum  in 

Ecclefi^m  intrtducere.    Sin  autem  her  nobis  incambit  ncceiDtas,  ut  Ju- 

4i^«  cana  legitimis  fuis  fufcipiamus  ;  et  licebit  eos  obfervai^  in  ecclefiis 

Chrifti,  quod  exerraenint  in  fynagoj^is  SathanflB;    dicam  quod  fentioTnon 

illi  C^riftismi  ficnt,  fed  nos  Judseos  facient.    Quis  enini  hoc  Cbriftiano^ 

nm  patienter  andiat.  quod  in  tua  Epiflola  continetur:  yudtBus  eraf  Pau- 

ku ;  Cb'-iftuinui  autem  faCttts,  noH  Juijtorum  lacrameuta  reliqtterat, 

fu€  conveniffiter  iUe  populut^  et  U^itim'j  tempor  e,  qu9  op^ortebatl  acce- 

fwat ;  ideoque  fufcepit  cekhranda  ea,  cum  Jam  Cbrijit  effet  App/iiltii^  ut 

eUterrt  non  effir  perniehjas  sis,  qui  ea  velient,  Jicut  a  parentibttt  per 

Ugem  a^ceperant  cuftodire  f  Rarfum,  obfecro  te»  ut  pace^  tua  meam  do* 

I#rem  aodias.— — Ego  ^  contrari*  loqnar,  et  reciaroante  miindo»  libera 

Tocc  pronunciem,  ceremonias  Jtidsoroin  et  perniciofas  efle,  et  mortiferas 

Chrifttanis :  et  quicuhqae  eas  obfervaverit,  five  ex  Judseis,  five  ex  gcn- 

tibus  enoa  in  bartthnun  diaboli  devolutum      Hieron.  Anguftino,  Opcr* 

Aug.  vol.  ii.  p.  ax,  \  VoLiii*  p  174* 
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the  violence  of  Jerom,  or  his  ignorance  on  that  very  fub- 
jefl  with  refped  to  which  he  difcovered  fo  xivnch  zeal 
againft  him.  The  very  words  of  his  anfwer  demonflrate 
his  perfiiafion  that  the  Nazsfrenes  as  really  differed  from 
the  Ebionites,  as  either  of  th^fe  from  any  other  herefy. 
«*  If  this  be  fo,"  he  fays,  **  we  do  not  fall  into  the  herefy  of 
"  Ebion,  or  of  thofe  whom  they  commonly  call  Nazarenes, 
**  or  any  other  ancient  herefy;  but  into  I  know  not  what 
**  new  one  *."  Had  he  Viewed  thefe  as  the  fame  peoplci 
he  could  not  have  faid  that  they  were  commonly  called  Na* 
zarenes.  For  DriP.  grants  that  their  common  name  was 
that  of  Ebionites.  But,  after  all  this  evafion,  l^e  finds  it 
neceffary  to  acknowledge  that  Auftin  diitinguiihes  them. 
This  will  appear,  when  we  more  diredly  confider  the  tc* 
flimony  of  that  Father. 

Dr  P.  infers  from  TertuUian,  that  '^  the  nnbelieving 
"  Jews  called  the  Chriftism  Jews  Nazarenes." — ^**  According 
•*  to  TertuUian,"  he  fays,  "  they  called  them  fo  in  his 
**  timet*"  One  would  naturally  fuppofe  from 'this,  that 
TertuUian  had  ezprefsly  mentioned  thofe  whom  our  author 
calls  Cbrijlian  Jews,  and  declared  that  they  were  pecuUarly 
denominated  in  this  manner.  For  unleis,  according  to 
TertuUian,  the  delignation  was  confined,  or  at  leaft  chiefly 
applied  to  Hebrews  profeffing  Chriilianity ;  there  could  be 
no  propriety  in  appealing  to  him.  Bnt  the  meaning  of 
that  ancient  writer  is  entirely  different.  He  declares  this 
to  have  been  the  name  given  by  Jews  to  Chriftians;  clearly 
fijjnifying  that  they  gave  it  to  aUf  whether  Jews  or  Gcn- 
tUes^  It  would  have  been  more  plaufible^  had  it  anfwercd 
the  pref^nt  purpofe  as  weU,  to  have  inferred  from  his  words, 

that 

♦  Hoc  (i  ita  eft ;  non  jam  in  herefiin  Hcbionii,  Tel  eornin  quoi  vulfo 
Nazal  KOI  nancupant,  vcl  quamlibet  aliam  veterein,  fed  nefcio  in  qqaotf 
novam  delabimur»  Wc .  Opera,  vol.  ii.  p.  a^. 

t  Vol  iii.  p.  175. 
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that  he  had  Gentile^ oa^  in  his  eje^  For  he  fajs;  ^  By 
**  this  name  tfie  Jews  call  us  Nazarenes  from  him  (Chrifi). 
'"  For  jve  are  they  of  whom  it  is  wriften,  ITbe  Na9iarSis 
"  yfere  whiter  tkanjnow  ;  who/ v/ss.  in  times  pall  were  dif- 
'^'coloured  by  the  fpots  of  iniquity,  and  blackened  by  the 
"  darknefs,  of  ignorance  ••"  This  language  undoubtedly 
appties  with  &r  greater  force  to  Qentile,  than  to  Jewifli 
believers.  He  ieems  to  allude  to  the  phrafeology  of  t£e 
Apoilte  Paul  when  addreffing  the  Gentiles ;  Te  in  times 
pqfi  have  not ,, believed^  Rom.  xi.  30.  2V  were  fometimes 
darknefSf  Eph.  v.  8. .  ThS  language  of  Agobard  alfo,  even 
as  quoted  hj^  our  author,  ev^idently  refpe^  Chriftians  in 
general/ as  curled  by  the  Jews  under  the  name  of  Naza- 
renes-{^ 

\  If,  as  Dr  P.  fajrs,  "  the  unbelieving  Jews  called  the 
"  Chriftian  jeSvs  Nazarenes,"  if,  according  to  "TertuUian^ 
they  called  them  fo  in  his  time  -,  how  can  our  author  aflert, 
in  the  very  next  page,  that  ^  -it  is  an  argument  in  favour 
*'  of  the  identity  of  the  Nazarenes  and"  Ebionites,  that  the 
*'  former  zx^  not  mentioned  by  name^  by  any  writer  who-. 
''  likewife  fpeaks  of  the  Ebionites  before  Epiphanius  ?"  Did 
not  TertulUah  write  before  Epiphanius  ?  Does  he  Hot  fpeak 
of  fhe'Ebionites  ?  Does  he  not  alfo,  according  to  Dr  P. 
mention  the.Nazs^renes  byname^  when  he  teUs  us  that 
".  the  unbelieving  Jews  called  the  Chriftian  Jews  Na^&a- 
"  renes  /"  tlas  not  this  fomewhat  of  the  appearance  of  that 
ornamental  figure,  ycleped  Self-contradi6lion  ? 

Y  2       ML  Dr 

*  NazarsBus  vocarl  habebat  fccundum  prophetiam  Chriftus  creatoris. 
Unde  et  ipfo  nonune  not'  Judsei  Nazaraeos^appeilant  per  eum.    Nam  et^ 
faniDs  .de  q«ibus  fcriptum  eft  .*    Nazlrsei  ezalbati  funt  fuper  nivem.    Qui 
fcilicet  retro  luridati  delinquentiae  msiculis,  etnigtati  ignorantise  tenebris. 
Adv.  Marcion.   lib.  iv.   c.  8. 

'  f  Qb^^  autfem  Dominum  noftrum  Jefanr  Chriftum  et  Chriftianos  in 
omnibus  orationibus  fuis  Tub  Nazarenorum  nomine  quotidie  lAaledicant* 
De  Infolentia  Judseorum,  Oper.  p*  63.  fee.  Audt. 


«,     ^ 
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Dr  F*  pajB  pardciilar  attentum  to  the  trflimflnj  of'Epi* 
phanhis.    This  writer  aflertt  that  tte  Ebiooits^  and  Na- 
zax^nts  **  commniiicated  of  their  perverfeneb  to  emM 
^  Other/'-  .  But  he  was  nnceruin  aa  to  the  extent  of  the 
£uth  of  the  latter  with  TtfpeSt  to  die  Saviour*    Mcfttpro- 
bablj  he  hes^d  the  iame  thing  aflerfed  of  diem,  urtucfa  ii 
mendoned  bj  Eulebias,  that,  through  their  conncariott  wiA 
the  Ebionites,  the j  hfid  departed  from  their  Jormer  do6> 
jrine  as  to  the  deitj  of  Chrift.    <Bnt  obfenring  that  the  fiK 
ciedes  were  (till  feparate,  he  was  at  a  lols  whedier  hie  fliorid 
charge  all  the  Nazarenes  with  tHis  apofiacj.    He  egpggflb 
himfelf  thus ;  '^  But  concerning'  Chrift^  I  have  not  loiBr- 
^  mation  to  faj,  if  thejr  alio,  carried  away  bj  the'penreifri. 
'*  neis  of  the  Cerinthians  and'  Merinthians  fenn^ly  nica- 
'*  doned,  call  him  a  mere  man ;  or  affirm,  as  the  tnoh'iib 
**  that  he  was  begotten  of  Mary  b  j  the  Holy  Ghoft«"    Dr 
Horfley  bas  clearly  ibewn,  diat  to  affirm  diis,  as  tie  tnA 
iSf  muft  have  been  to  acknowledge  his  deity ;  becaufe  thii 
was  the  trta  affirmadon  of  liis  miraculous  concepdon,  ac- 
cording to  Epiphanlus.     Indeed,  no  one .  can  trutj  affirm  I 
the  miraculous  concepdon,  without  sit  the  fame  dme  so- 
knowledging  the  divinity  of  Jefos  ;  becaufe  this  conceptioa 
was  a  manifeftation  of  his  effendal  dignity,* of  his  infinitB 
leparation  from  finners.     Therefore^  that  holy  things  ftora 
of  the  Virgin  was  to  he  called  the  Son  of  God;,  becaufe  hk 
fupematsral  way  of  receiving  our  nature^  was  a  neceflarj 
confequcnce,  and  fhiking* proof  of  hb  being  reaUy  and  pro* 
perly  a  divine  Perfon.     We  may  add,  that  as  Epiphanioi 
oppofes  the  phrafe  merj^an^  to  his  miraculous  concepdou ; 
this  mufl  have  been  his  meaning.    Fcmt  he  knew  that  if 
Jefus  had  only  been  nfiraculoufly  conceived,  without  ht- 
ring  had  a  previous  exiflence  as  God ;  he  muft,  notwith* 
ftanding,  have  been  ftill  a  incre  man.    For  tbi&  ezpreffios 

dots 
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does  not  refisr  to  the  manner  of  receiving  human  nature, 
but  to  the  want  of  a  fuperior  nature. 

The  meaning  of  Epiphahius  further  appears  from  the 
fenteiice.preceding  that  which  we  have  quoted.  There  ho 
affirins,  that  ''in  this  only  tliey  di^red  from  Jews  ifiid 
''Chriftiaift;  They  agreed  not  with  Jews,  becauie  thej 
**  believed  in'Chrift:  and  they  did  not  concur  in  opinion 
"  with  Chriftiansy  becaufe  they  fiill  adhered  to^the  law  V  * 
Here  their  adherence  to  the  law  is  mentioned  as  the  only 
di&rence  between  them  and  Ghriftians.  Immediately 
after^  he  makes  an  exception  as  to  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion, ezprelling  his4oubt  abduc  thb  from  want  of  informa- 
ti<m.  But  if  he  had  not  meant  this  dodrine  in  its  proper 
extent,  as  including  the  divinity  of  the  perfon,  hm  muft 
have  maae  pother  e:(ception ;  efpecially  with  rejfped  to  a 
doarine  of  fiich  magnitude. 

Qr  P.,  indeed,  avails  himfelf  as  much  as  poffible  of  thia 
language.  ''  Jliis,"  ho  fay^,  ''  amounts  to  ho  more  than  a 
«<  doubt,  which  he  afterwards  abandoned/  by  averting,  that 
*'  th^  Ebionites  held  the  fame  opinion  concerning  Chrift 
**  with  the  Nazarenes,  which  opinion  he  exprefsly  ftates 
**  to  be  their  beHef,  that  Jefus  was  a  mere  man,  and  the 
**  fon  of  Jo(eph^."  I  will  tiot  go  fo  far  as  to  adopt  the 
language*  of  o«r  author's  learned  opponent,  that ''  it  amounts 
*'  to  the  unwilling  confeiQon  of  a  bafe  accufer,  who  had 
*'  not  the. liberality  to  abfolve  in  exjplicit  terms,  when  he 
^  found  hinofelf  unable  to  convi^.''  To  me  it  feems  to 
have  proceeded  from  the  circumflance  already  nientioned, 
«f  Xome  of  the  Nazarenes  being  detached  from  their  origi- 

F  3  .         nal 

hfittftf  fAtt  fan  cviA^vfitfrtff  im\ro  ik  X^iro'  vi^trtvntftt*  X^trMt* 

«K  ^  f*n  oiAoymfiumff  it»  r%  m  y«/M»  Tnwtin^au  Haer*  29.  f,  7* 
vol.  i*  p.  123* 
\  VoL  ill.  p.  182. 
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Qal  printiplesy  b j  intercourfe  with  tbe  Ebiohites,  conneAed 
with  that  of  his  not  being  fullj  informed  as  to  the  n^tent 
of  this  apdflafj.     At  the  fame  titpe  it  is  granted  that^  as 
Epiphanius  ilill  exhibits  the  heretics  in  the  worft  point  of 
view,  lib  very  hefitatipn,   although '  we  had  nothing  elfe, 
would  be  a  (Irong  prefumption  that  thej  were  found  as  to 
this  dodrine.    His  language  amounts  to  a  declaratibny  that 
he  had  no  reafon  to  fay,  or  even  to  think,  that  they  denied 
the  divinity  iof  Chrift.     He  mentions  no  ^ound  for  this 
doubt.     He  does  not  fo  mucb  as  infinuate  that  he  e^er 
heard  their  orthodoxy  calle4in  queflion ;  while  he  ezprefl*es 
himfelf  without  the  leail  he(itati(^  as  to  the  heterodoxy  of 
the  Ebionites,  on  this  point.     If  Dr  P.  jisid  as  much  on  his 
own  fide,  he  would  be  apt  to  fay  tha£  *^  a  negative  proof 
''  could  mot  well  be  fironger  than  this."     He  infoyns  the 
world,  that  Dr  Hodjcy  is  entirely  miftaken  in»  thinking 
that  only  the  fqialleft  part  of  Diffenters,  in  England,  con- 
tinue to  adhere  to  the  dodrines  called  Cahiniftic.     If  it  be 
true  that  a  man  of  Dr  Horiley's  erudition  and  information, 
although  he  has  fpent  his  life  in  that  country,  is  fo  exceed-' 
ingly  midaken  as  to  a  matter  of  fad,  refpeAing  the  prefent 
fiate  of  religion ;  need  we  be  furprized  that  Epiphanius,  a 
man  of  no  deep  refearch,  ihould  be  at  a  lofs  to  know  whe- 
ther the  Nazarenes  held  the  doflrine  of  our  Saviour's  di- 
vinity, or  not ;  efpecially  a«  he  might  never*  be  in  that 
country  in  which  he  places  them  ? 

Dr  Horfley  has  juftly  obferved,  that  our  author  has  not 
proved  that  Epiphanius  abandons  this  doubt.  As  the 
learned  Gentleman,'  in  his  Second  Letters  to  Dr  Horfley, 
made  no  dire&  reply  to  what  had  been  oppofed  to  his  view, 
it  feemed  as  if  he  had  abandoned  it.  But,  in  his  Hiftory  of 
Early  Opinions,  he  brings  *it  forward  again ;  and  although 
candour  required  that  he  fliould  have  dated  and  anfwered 
fhe  pbjeOionSi  he  does .  not  take  the  leail  notice  of  them. 

Had 
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H^  not  this  been  the  cafe,  k  would  fcarcel  j  have  been 
i^eceflarj  to  have  ofiered  an j  thing  further  on  the  fabjeft.  . 
But  the  EGftorjr  may  be  read  by  manj^  who  will  not  think 
of  Rooking  back  to  the  correfpondence.     Therefore,  it  may  > 
not  be  improper  fisurly  to  exhibit  the  whole  difputed  paf- 
(age.     Thisy  as  much  as *any  thing, '  will  tend  to  illuibate 
the  very  flender^grounds  on  which  Dr  P.  proceeds, 
ji.  "  Ebioni"  feys  the  ancient  writer,  **  from  whom  are 
"  the  EbioniteSf  fioUowing  next  in  order,  and  thinking  in 
*^ the  fame  manner  with* thefe,  (the  Nazarenes  defcribed 
''  in.the^receding  chapter)  in  himf^f  expreiUng  the  figure 
''  of  a  multiform  monfter,  and  fo  to  fpeak,  the  form  of  the 
"ierpentine  Hychra  .fabled  with  many  heads,  rofe  again 
'*  into  life ;  exifting  indeed  from  their  fchool,  but  teadhin^ 
and  declaring  othef  things  than  are  declared  by  them. 
For,  as  if  any  one  ihould  form  to  himfelf  an  ornament  of 
^  different  precious  ftones,  and  ar  covering  of  a  parti-co-    , 
**  loured  garment,  and  fhou?d  adorn  himfelf  in  a  fplendid 
manner ;  even  fo  alfo  this  perfon,  on  the  other  extreme^  • 
indifferently  embracing  and  receiving  every  thing  hor- 
rible, deftrudive  apd  abominable,  ihapeleis  and  abfurd» 
^  from  each  herefy,  conformed  himfelf  to  them  all.    For 
*'  indeed  he  has  the  abomination  *  of  the  Samaritans,  the 
"  name  of  the  Jews,  the  plan*  of  the  Oflaeans,   the  Na- 
**  zarenes,  and  the  Narai:;^ans,  the  fprm  of  the  Cerinthians, 
^*  the  perverfe  mannecs  of  the  Carpocratians,  and  he  in- 

F  4  "  clines 

•  Wc  fcarcely  need  to  inveftigate  the  meaning  of  particular  words, 
where  an  author  feems  to  have  multiplied  them,  merely  to  represent  the 
herefy  in  the  blackeft  colours.  But  if  we  are  to  look  forany  diftin(flion, 
y^ofjin  cannot  properly  be  underftood  here  as  denoting  dodfrine,  becaufe 
yvetrif  is  afterwards  ufed  in  a  different  fenfe  from  it.  TfOfcn  has  often  the 
fame  meaning  with'  conJUium :  and  here  it  may  fignify  that  fcheme  or 
plan  of  adherence  to  the  law,  which  Ebion  borrowed  from  thefe  Jewifli 
or  Jad|;^ing  fe<5is. 


It 
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'<  clines  to  hxvt  his  name  from  the  Chri^ians.    For  truly, 
**  he  has  not  tht  prafiice,  and  plan,  and  dodrine  of  the 
,<<gofpels,    and  of  the  Apoftles;«nor  their   conjBflency 
^*  with  refpeft  to  faith.    But  beidg,  as  I  may  fay,  the 
**  middle  of  all,  in  a  comparative  point  of  view  lie  is  ne-' 
**  thing :  but  what  is  written  is  fulfilled  of  him,  /  was  al' 
^  mqft  in  aO  evil  in  the  midfl  of  the  churchy  and  of  tie  ffna* 
^  g^i^^'     Being  therefore,  indeed,  by  realbn  of  his  abomi- 
^  nable  perverfenefs,   a  Samaritan,  he  denies  the^name. 
5'«And  confeffing  himfelf  to  be  a  Jew,  he  oppofi^  the  J[ewS|   . 
**  although  agreeing  with  them  in  part^  as,  through  divine* 
*'  affiftance,  (hall  be  afterwards  fhewn,  in*  the  things  which 
f '  we  have  to  offer  concerning  him,  and  when  we  enter  on 
"  the  confutation  of  them.  *    • 

^  **  For  this  Ebiop  was  indeed  cotemparary  with  thefe 
<'  (different  clafles  of  heretics),  and  in  common  with  them 
**  derived  his  origin  fjTom  them  (the  Jews).  And  firil,  he 
'**  afl*erted  that  Chrift  was  borif  of  the  commerce  and  feed 
**  of  man,  namely  of  Jofeph.  ^nd  as  we  have  juft  now  * 
*<  premifed  that  in  all  things  he  agreed  with  the  others,  in 
**  this  alone  he  differed ;  in  embracing  the  Jewiih  law  with 
**  relpeft  to  the  Sabbath,  circumcifion,  and  all  other  things 
^  **  which  are  fulfilled  by  Jews  and  Samaritans.  But  this 
**  peribn  did  ftill  more  than  the  Jews,  by  imitating  the 
*'  Samaritans,"  i^c  f . 

To 

*  H)ii,  mirm^'n.     Suida8«     Mox,  Scapul. 

t«re<(  ^^•ni«'«K,  wXvia»^^$9  TB^mfttf,  %a%  «(  ii^iiv  rm  /oilfBeftirf^ 
«'eXv«i^aAtf  t^{«i^  •^i«*in  f^^^fn^  fv  f«irr«  Mtm,7vmrmfiif9f,    irmXu 

TtfTtff  ««^t/1r*;p  ictu  v^nyviMtfrn  09  ya^  u  nq  cvttt^uv  tatnm  lit  Imi 
^^vv  AiOm»  rifM«»  *^rfA§ff  xm  w-ftixiXiK  w^nrn  itivfxmf  x«i  ^mfm9m% 
tm9f9  %^rfma%k^  mm  »«i  vth  to  •f«gr«Ai9  9r«9  eruri  hkfv  nmi  «Ai» 

T1{M9 
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To  do  jiAice  to  our  learned  author,  I  (hall  alio  exhibit 

ids  tranflatioii  of  the  laft  paragraph,  in  which  he  fixuk  Epi^ 

>   phanius  dbanJomng  bis  doubt.    '<  He  was  cotemporarj  with 

''  the  Former,  and  had  the  lame  origin  with  them  *,  and  firft  • 

^'  he  aflbted  that  Chrift  was  bom  of  the  commerce  and 

"  leed  €£  man,  namelj,  Jo&ph,  as  w^Tfignified  above,  re- 

^  ferring.to  the.  firft  words  of  his  firft  fedion  ^  when  we 

**  laid  that  in  other  refpeds  he  agreed  with  them  all,  and 

^  diflgbrsd  ^rom  them  only  in  this,  viz.  in  his  adherence  to 

*'  the  law^  of  the  Jews  with  refpeft  to  tha  Sabbath,  circum- 

*^  dfion,  and  odier  things  that  were  tnjoihed  hj  the  Jewa 

«  and 

tn^iof  xtu  /S9!iAo»rD9  acn^vyfUi,  «fM^^o9  4i  %an  «v»OAv«Vf  afyhmf 
%^irX%m»  wa^  nuifjn  ai^ww^  XitCmp  itfvrov  aftrvitmer%9  f^  ^vav^K* 
2*fncytT<f»  (M9  yti^  %^u  TO  0i%ko^9j    Itiiahm   it  vo  •fofia,  OovtfMVt 

v^o^nyt^MM.  4^  yoj^  hfltudtf  rut  n  ^'^•(ir  »«•  tv  yf*V'>  «<**  ti|' 
yfOffYfy  MM  T«v  r*r»  £o«yAAi«i>  mki  ATtrtAtfy  9n^«  vic^«(  rvw»1«* 
Airiv.  fMr*i  h^  m  HWH»^  ttwamtf  Tvy%«9«9|  vh^  snf  v«f»,  «AA« 
fsr*  mmm  s'A#|irT««  to  yty^ai/LfASfor  vot^'  oXtyof  lyiaofif 9  .19  v^otrri 
xouco^,  fMovv  f««Aiin«K  «mm  ovrfltyoryiif*  £«^^fitiK  f**9  w  m  im 
Y1K  ^Aai^^mk,  Ttfrapo  oe^Tou.    I«}«mo9  }f  iavrow  o^Xoy#9,  I»}aioi( 

•VTMUTOM,    X«ftTO»  OV/*^A^OfV  aVTOIf   19    f*f^l«,    ««    SM*f(09   tf    TOdf    ITI^ 

Ceq#H9ro(« 

Ot^ro<  )uo^  •  XCi«9,  ovyxC*'^  ^'  ««t«9.  vxn^f 9^ '  ««-'  «t;r«9  li 
#v»  oeVTOK  e^fMcrou.  r«  ir^«rrae  ^i  i»  3<«T^<Ci9s  »«»  ^wt^fAMTOi  av^^o;, 
TVTis-<  TV  Lv^n^,  T09  X^trei'  yvyim^teu  fXfyft^   i»s  k«i  «Ai  vfur  v^. 

fl^VTOM,  OTI  TOI  I0«  TOi$  «\Ao»«  ff  OM-tftf-l  ^^OV«r,  19  TyTif  fMftt  3<i^f 
^•TO,    •»  Tl»,     TJ»    90IUV  T»  lU^MffMt  ir^O0-«9fX«|9    lUTTOt    ^aCC«Tltf]fbt09, 
XOM  MIT4    T1|9    «f(IT0^«9,     KOM    MITS  T«  «AX«  9r«9T«    •O'Ot  Vf^  V«^« 

Iff  JbiMc  MM  Safi«(UTai«  t^rtrtXureu*  tri  ll  jrAfiJV  vre$  «-«^«  rv^ 
Isd^oMirs  o^iiy«  Toif  2;«ifMi(»i<Tais  htcv^arlnm.    Haer*  30*  fed. 
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^  dud  Samaritans.      He  moreover  adopted  matoy  more 

• 

*'  things  than  die  Jews,  in  imitation  of  the  Samaritans  *• 

Although  Dr  P.  fliould  be  indulged  with  his  own  view 
•f  this  contefted  paflage,  he  cannot  ftippcMt  it.  For  if  tvrm^ 
in  thje  begmning  of  this  fefiiony  '^  refer  to  the  firft  words  of 
'<  the  former;"  the  inference  undoubtedly  can  include  no 
more  than  what  Epiphanius  had  aflerted,  either  in  thele  firft 
wordsf  or  iQ  what  preqeded  them.  Bult  does  he  really  af- 
ferty  in  iht  firft  wordsf  that  Chrift  was  of  the  feed  of  man  f 
There  is  not  a  vefiige  of  fuch  an  aiTertion.  All  diai  he  ia)rs 
isy  that  *'  Ebion  thought  in  the  lame  manner  with  theie," 
vi%.  the  Nazarenes.  But  it  will  by  no  means  follow  that 
the  ancient  #Hter  meant  to  (ay ^  that  the  Nazarenes  thought 
in  the  fame  n^an^r  with  the  Ebionites.  His  meaning  un« 
doubtedly  is,  that  Ebion  adopted  the  diiHngniihing  charat- 
teriilic  of  the  Nazarenes,  in  their  adherence  to  the  law. 
But  he  immediately  proceed^  tofliew  that  the  former  went 
a  great  way  feuther  than  the  latter.  Has  Epiphanius  af- 
fertedy  that  this  was  the  opinion  of  the  Nazarenes  c(mcem- 
ing  Chrift,  in  any  place  preceding  thefe  firil  words  ?  In  vain 
do  we  fearch  for  it  in  the  foregoing  chapter,  which  wholly 
refpefb  their  herefy.  We  have  feen  that  all  the  length  he 
goes,  is  to  inform  the  reader,  that  he  could  not  fay  what 
was  their  dodrine  on  this  fubjeft. 

It  appears  that  the  learned  Qentleman  cannot  fupport  his 
view  of  the  reference,  as  exclufively  refpe£ting  the  Naza- 
renes ;  for  he  drops  it  before  he  has  got  to  the  end  of  the 
fentence,  by  tranflating  th^fe  words,  ra  i<ra  roi;  cx»oii  ev  aToai 
fpovuVf  "  in  other  refpeds  he  agreed  with  them  all."  Thefe 
all  are  undoubtedly,  in  our  author's  idea,  all  the  heretical 
feds  before  mentioned.  But  here  he  breaks  the  unity  of 
the  whole.  For  the  perfons  referred  to  are  certainly  the 
{ame  meant  by  the  word  rmw*    They  mud  neceflarily  be 

2  the 

#  VoL  ill.  p.  i8o,  i8i. 
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thie  iame ;  becaafe  their  agreement  in  certain  things,  with 
a  fingle  exception,  is  the  vetj  circumflance  to  which  he 
refers  as  .formerly  mentioned.  Thefe  words,  however, 
ought  to  be  rendered ;  **  ^e  agi:eed .  with  the  other  (here- 

*  dcs}  in  all  refpedb." 

Dr  P.,  according  to  his  own  view  of  this  paflage,  can  in* 
3er  as  little  from  it  for  proving  the  identity  of  the  Naza- 
-enes  and  £bioniteS)  or  even  their  agreement  in  denying 
lie  pre^eidfience  of  Yllhrift.  as  he  can,  fromr  another  paflage 
ivith  refpeft  jto  the;  Na^renes,  in  which  he  aflerts  their 
igreement  with^  the  Cerinthians.     "  They  held,"  he  fays, 

*  the  fame  opinions  *." 

Indeed,  if  our  author's  view  of  the  paflage  be  juft,  all  that 
t  can  amount  to,  }s  tq  fet  afide  the  teflimony  of  Epipha- 
lius  entirely.  For  if  a  writer,  in  one  chapter,  devoted  to 
he  cpnfideration  of  a  particular  fut^'^edi,  aflure  us  that  he  is 
lot  informed  as  to  a  certain  poiht  *,  yet,  in  the  .chapter  im- 
mediately  following,  aflert  without  .hefitation  what  he  had 
ufl:  before  fpoken  of  as  unknown  to  him^  without  fuch  a- 
reference  to  the  former  as  to  prevent  miftakes  ;  no/man  of 
enfe  can  hefitate  to  afErm  that  his  teftimony  i;  not  worth 
:(Mitending  for.  *        • 

But  Dr  r.'s  view  is  liable  to  many  confiderable  objec* 
ions.  I.  It  is  a  part  of  his  fyflem,  that  Ebionkes  were 
biflfly  cotemporary  with  the  Nazarenes.  Epiphanius 
ould  not  mean  this,  becaufe  in  "  the  firft  words  of  his  firft 
^  fedtion,"  he  fays  that  "  Ebion  fqlhwed  them  next  in 
^  order/.'  But.  if  we  underftand  Tarwv  as  referring  to  the 
lifFerent  heretical  fedb,  Ebidn  might,  in  a  lax  fenfe,  be  faid 
o  have  been  cotemporary  with  them,  as  fignifying  that  all 

• 

hefe  parties  exifl:ed  when  be  made  his  appearance.  2.  There 
>  too  great  a  diftance  between  the  relative  and  that  to  which 
:  is  fuppofed  to  refer.     3.  New  circumftances  are  men- 
tioned, 
*  Of(oi«  xexTuvTdM  ra  ^^vm^Hf    Haer.  29*  Hieft.  i« 
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ddned,  wluc6  break  the  connexion,    in  the  beguming  of 
the  firft  (ie&iony  Epiphanins  afierts  Ebion's  agreement  unth 
the  Nazarenesy  vi%.  in  fome  general  charader.    But  Jie 
immediatelj  fiibjoins/ that  althoug|h  he  '^  derived  his  iezift- 
'^  ence  &om  tUeir  fchool,  he  taught  and  declared  other 
*'  things  than' what  are  dedafed  bj  them."    Then  he  pro- 
ceeds particularlj  to  (hew  wherein  he  differed  £rom  die 
Nazarenes.    He  illuftrates  this  difference,  by  decUringhii 
agreement  with  feveral  *other  heretical  feds.    It  is  a  verj 
unnatural  fuppofition,  that,  after  fladng  his  rdfemblance  to 
fo  man  J,  he  ihoilld  return  to  one  ;  efpeciallj  after  not  onlj 
declaring  that  £bton  materialljr  differed  from  that  one,  but 
{hewing  his  agreement  with  others  as  a  proof  of  the  extent 
of  this  difference.     4.  According  to  out  author's  tranfladon 
of  ra  ta-a  rot;  aXkotf  tv  aTraai  fpowv^  the  relative  nrraiy  cannot , 
irefpeft  "  the  firft  words  of  the.  firft  fedion  •,"  beqjnife  there 
Epiphanhis  has  ngt  fignified  that  he  agreed  with  them  aH 
but  with  the  Nazar^nes  duly.    5.  'The  Doftor  offers  vio- 
lence to  the  language  of  Epiphanius.    For  his  tranflation  of 
the  words  laft  mentioned  is  inadmiftible.     £y  aTraai  muft 
certainly  be  undexftood  as  denoting,  not  the  perfons^  but  the 
refpefts  in  which  they  agreed:  and •  roir 0x^0/$  the  perfoni^ 
that  is,  the  various  feds  referred  to.     But  this  unnatural 
verfion  feems  to  have  been  adopted  from  a  wiih  to  make  it 
appear  that,  according  to  Epiphanius,  Ebion  agreed  wirii 
the  Nazarenes,  in  afferting  that  "  Chrift  was  bom  of  the 
"  commerce  and  feed  of  man,"  and  that  in  other  refpefb 
%nly  he  agreed  with  all  the  heretics  formerly  mentioned. 
But  we  are  certain  that  the  Gerinthians  and  Carpocratians, 
who  are  among  their  number,  held  this  impious  dodrine. 
It  is,  therefore,  inconceiv  ble,  that  Epiphslnius  ftiould  in- 
tend to  exclude  them.     6.  He  has  not*  "  fignified  above,** 
that  the  Nazarenes  held  Chrift  to  be  the  fon  of  Jofeph. 
It  appears  that  the  only  fenle  which  can  be.  made  of  this 

•  paffagc, 
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paflage,  is  to  nnderftand  wrm  as  re£erring  in  general  to  the 
^tifierent  hetetical  bddits  before- mentioned.  l!liis  agrees 
beft  with  what  imnfediitely  fblloyrs  ;^**  and  in  common 
<*  with  them  he  derived'his  origin  from  tbem^xhTl  is,  from 
the  Jews,  'who  are  pafdcularly  referred  to  in  the  clofe  6f 
the  prededing  fe£tion.  Thus,  we  ^  can  rationally  and  con« 
fiftehtly  account  for  his  immediately  introducing  the  doc- 
trine of  Ebion  Vrith  refped  to  the  m^re  humanity  of  Chrift. 
This  was  a  do£hine  of  the  infidel  Jews.  .  Cerirt^us  had 
borrowed  it  from  tliem ;  and  Ebion  from  the  Ceiyithians. 
For  Epiphanius  had  declared  thi^  he  could  not,  on  good 
in&tmation,  chajrge  the  Naz^renes  with  it.  In  this  man* 
ner  he  ihews  the  refemblance  of.Ebioo  to  the  CerinthianS, 
one  of  the  feds  referred  ^o  by  tstaiv*  Having  mentioned 
this  dofbrine,  h^'puu  the  reader  in  mind  of  what  he  had 
alrea4y  &id,  that  Ebion  *\  agreed  with  the  pthers  in  all 
/Vtlungs."  Not  one  of  the  ipxpreffions  ufed  is  meant  to 
denote  a  drift  and  perfeft  agreement,  but.  merely  a  con- 
formity to  each  of  thefe  in  feme  one  refpeft  or  other.  He 
does  not  refer  to  **  the  firft  words  of  the  firfl  fefGon,"  but 
to  theile  preceding  the  names  of  the  diff^lrent  parties  ;-* 
**  he  conformed  himfelf  »;  aicaaa^i  to  &1]."  ' 

But  it  might  fi^e  in,  that  this  genera!  afTertion  was  eon^ 
tradided  by  the  lafl  words  of  the  firft  fcdtion ; — that  while 
he  *'  confefled  that  he  was  a  Jew,  he  oppofed  himfelf  to  the 
**  Jews."  Therefore,  before  proceeding  to  prove  his  af- 
fertion,  that  Ebion  conformed  himfelf  to  all  the  other  he- 
retical  fed?*  he  (hews  in  what  fenfe  this  exception,  with 
refpeA  to  the  Jews,  was  to  be  underftood.  It  was  in  this, 
that  although  Ebion  *'  embraced  the  law  of-  Judaifm,  he 
'*  went  a  great  deal  farther  than  the  Jews,  in  hi»  imitation 
**  of  the  Ssimaritans."  Thus  he  **  oppofed  the  Jews,'*  by 
adopting  tlie  praftlces  of  a  people  with  whom  they  would 

have 
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have  no  intercourfe.    In  this,  indeed,  he  differed  &om  aS 
the  other  fe£b»  by,  mingling  the  rites  of  both. 

He.  illuiirates  this  difference  n^arlj^  to  the  end  of  the  ie« 
cond-feAion.  As  a  proof  that  he  meant  to*fhisw,  in  the 
beginning  of  it;  the  conformity  of  Ebion,  in  particular  in* 
fiances,  to  the  other  feds  formerly  mentioned  ^  he,  iH  the 
beginning  of  the  third,  returns  to  what  he- had  entered  on, 
as  to  the  conception  of  our  Saviour.  He  afterwards  pro- 
ceeds to  {how  what  Ebion  borrowed  from  the  Offaeaos, 
Elcefaites,  and  GnoQics. .  * 

It  is  wortHy  of  obfervatipn,  that  Grotius,  although  un- 
'doubtedly  a  Socinian,  had  too  much  candour  aiid  good 
fenfe,  (o  avail  himfelf  of  the  doubt  expreffed  by  Epipba- 
nius.  He  fays ;  *^  Epiphanius  doubts  whether  thefe  aUb 
<*  (the-Nazarenes)  afferted  that  Chrift  was  a  niere  maa, 
*«  W^.,  and  aifo  declares  that  he  knew  not,  whether  thejr 
*^  cut  off  the  genealogy.  But  others  do  not  plainly  afciite 
**'  any  thing  peculiar  to  them,  befides  the  pbfervation  of 
''  the  Hebrew  rites.  As  Irenaeus  makes  no  mention  of 
**  them  in  his  account  of  herefies,  we  are  to  judge  &voiir- 
**  ably  of  thetn  ;  and  fo  much  the  more  that  Auguftine, 
**  who  coTipXlted  more  ancient  writers^  exprefsly  aflbms 
*'  that  the  Nazarenes  confeiTed  Chrift  to  be  the  Son  of 
"  God  *.**  This  learned  man  does  pot  feem  to  have  en- 
tertained a  fingle  idea  as  to  the  pretended  identity  of  Na- 
zarenes and  Ebionites. 

It  appears  to  me,  hideed,  .that  Epiphanius  '^  abandoned 

•  "  his 

*  Et  cum  d^bitet  Epiphanius,  an  hi  quoque  >^ix%y  ff»6foTov.(hoininefD 
merunn)  Chrlftum  dicerent,  &c.  Sed  et  nefcire  fe  dicat  an  abfcindant 
genealogtas  ab  Abrahamo  ufque  ad  Chriftum.  Alii  vero  nihil  plan£ 
illis  tribuant  propriura  pneter  Hebrseorum  rituum  obfervationem.  Ire- 
nxus  ver6  nullam  coram  mcntioncm  facit  in  recenfu  bcrcfctfn,  in  partem 
mcliorem  de  illi9  judicanduro  eft,  e6que  magis,  quod  Auguftinus,  qui 
¥ctuftiores  fcriptores  confuluit,  'difcrt^  affirmat  confiteri  Nazaracus 
Chriftum  efle  Dei  niium.     Annot.  in  Matth. 
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^  his  doubt"  in  a  manner  dirtSdy  the  rc^verfe  of  what  Dr  P. 
teprefents  as  .the  &d.  'tht  ancient  .yriter  has  divided  his 
work  into  volumes.  .  To  everj  volume  he  has  prefixed  an 
index,  exprefling  the' fialmes  of  the  herefies  defcribed  in  it, 
their  liumber,  and  the  principal  features  of  e^h  herefy. 
Thefc' fummaries  have  evidently  been  written  after  the 
v^rk'was  finiihed*.  Iif  that  prefixed  to  the  fecond  vo- 
lume, which  contains  thp  account  o£  the  Nazarenes,  he 
Cays  of  them ;  ^  They  c^nfeis  thiat  Jefus  is  the  Chtitt,  the 
Son  of  God,  but  hvt  in  aU  refpedb  according  to  the 
lawf."  It  is  evident  that  the  only  thing  that  he  here 
finds  blameworthy  in  them  is  Uieir  Juj^aifm. 

Epiphaiiius,  in  the  clofe  of  the  fecond  fedion,  fpeaks  of 
wlia^afnifot  M  /MifOfMif  '**  the  /aw/efi  Nazarenes."  This  Dr 
Horfley  underftands  of  that  Jewiih  fed  faid  to  have  borne 
this  i^anie*  But  as  the  exiftence  of  this  feA  is  very' 
doubtful,  although. the  expreflion  ih6ald  be  underilood  of 
the  Chridani  Nazarenes,  it  is  lio  evidence  that  the  wri- 
ter had  a*  bad  opinion  of  their  &ith  and  praflice.  AwfMi 
may  be  merely  a  parody  on  ttfe  word  vofM^^  by  which  the 
writer  might  mean  to  'fignify  that,  by  their  obflinate  at- 
tachment to  the  Molaie  /atr,  they  Were  without  law  /  be- 
caufe,  in  this  inftance,  they  renounced  the  authority  of 
Chrift,  and  feparated  from  his  church.  I  ihall  only  add; 
that,  although  Epiphanius  had  n^er  abandoned  his  doubt, 
it  could  be  of  no  weight  In  this  controverfy.  For,  as  will 
be  fully  proved  afterwards,  it  was  entirely  groundleis* 

Dr  P.  refers  to  Auftin  as  faying,  **  that  the  Nazarenes 

**  were  by  fome  called  Symmachians,   from  Symmachus, 

*^  who  is  not'only  generally  called  ah  Ebionite,  hut  who 

^  wrote  exprelsly  againil  the  dodrine  of  the  miraculous 

^  '  **  conception. 

^  £piph.  Refponf.  ad  Epift.  Acacii. 


3r«Xfrfvo/«fy»i.    Op.  vol.  ir  p.  53. 
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^  concq)tiofi.    How  then,'*  be  fays  '*  could  the  Nazarenei 
**  be  thought  to  be  d^^ent  from*  the  Ebionttes  ?^-Aafliii 
<<  ii^oes  no    lay  that  they  were  mifcalled  */'     The  Do^ 
tor  feems  to  refer  to  a  paflage  in  Anftln's  work  againS 
Crefconios :  and  in  the  ufe  of  this  argument  lie  has  the 
lumour  of  following  the  footfteps  of  Tohnd  f.   But  Aoilin 
does  not  lay  that  thefe  heretics  wiere  called  SymmachitM^ 
from  Synmacbus.    Nor  does  he  eyen  fay,  that  "  tbi  No- 
**  narems  were  by  fome  called  Symmachians*'*    Let  the 
good  man  tpt^k  for  himfelf :  **  And  now  there  are  oer- 
<«  Cjtin  heretics,  Who  call  themfielves  Nazarenes,  but  by 
**  fome  they  are  deiyminated  Symmachians ;  and  they  re- 
<<  tain  the  Jewifh  circumcifion,  and  the  Chrifiian  b^ 
'<  tifm  t"    This  is  not,  indeed,  the  only  place  in  which 
we  find  the  fame  language.    Fauftus,  the  ManschflNOi,  >  ha« 
Ting  faid  in  his  work,  "  If  any  of  the  Nazarenes,-  whom  • 
^'odiers  call  Symmachians,  (hall  objed,"  ifc*     Auffia, 
fpeaking  of  the  decree  of  die  fynod  of  Jemfalem,  xe^ei, 
**  This  temperate  management  of  the  Holy  Spirit  workmg 
*^  by  the  Apoftles,  as  it  difpleafed  fome  believers  of  tiie 
**  circumcifion,  who  did  not  underftand  thefe  things,  thej 
^  continued  in  their  perverfenels,  fo  as  to  force  the  Geo- 
**  tiles  to  judaize.      Thefe  are  they  whom  Faufius  his 
V  mentioned  under  the  name  of  Symmachians  or  Nazi- 
**  renes,  who  continue  to  our  own  time,  although  their 
«  number  is  very  fmall  ||/'     Whoever  thefe  heretics  were, 

a  ••they 

♦  Vol  Hi.  p.  1 83. 

f  Nanren.  c.  10.  ap.  Moflieim  Viodic.  p.  148. 

t  £t  nunc  funt  quidam  hsretici,  qai  fe  Nanrenoi  roc^t,  a  nommllif 
aatem  Symmichiani  appellantur,  et  circamcifioncm  habent  Joteonia,  eC 
baptifiiium  Chriftlanonim.    Coot.  Crefironiuio,  lib.  i.  p.  168. 

I  Ei  tameu  h»c  fi  miln  Nt^irsorum  objiceret  quifpum  f«c/  «£x 
Sy  fachiauos  afpcllant,  fuoijcfus  dixertt,  menfe  v<aijfe  fiivere  Uftm* 
Uc,  Fauft.— Hoc  igitar  tempcramcntum  modcnunenque  ipirit«t  fanAi 
fcr  apoftolos  opcranti^  cum  diTpliciiiflct  qnibnfdam  ex   chcaoiciliooe 

cfcdcatiboty 
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they  were  undoubtedly  the  iame  referred  to  in  Us  work 
againft  Crefcomns. 

Bat  the  delcription  given  is  that  of  Ebionites.  It  is 
moft  probable jthat  thefe  heretics,  unwilling  to  acknowledge 
a  name  which  evidently  implied  that  they  had  their  ori- 
gin firom  a  particular  herefiarcb,  wiflied  to  be  called  Naza^ 
renes,  in  common  with  thofe  to  whom  this  name  properly 
belonged ;  efpecially  as  both  parties  adhered  to  die  law. 
Thus  they  might  hope  to  pals  with  feme  fpr  the  genuine 
fucceflbrs  of  thofe  who  were  firft  called  Nazarenes.  The 
learned  Valefius,  to  whofe^opinion  our  author  at  times  pays 
great  relpeft,  fnppofes  that  ^  the  Ebionites  wew,  in  later 
,  ^  ages,  called  jSymmachians,  from  Symmachus,  who 
**  ftrenuoufly  fupported  their  dodrines  *."  The  account 
given  jof  them  is  fuch  as  applies  to  Ebionites  only.  For 
Ambroie  lays  that  ''  the  Symmachians,  after  the  manner 
**  ot  Fhotinnsy  affert  that  Chrift  b  not  Grod  and  man,  but 
'*  man  only  f.."  The  manner  in  which  Auftin  fpeaks  of 
the  name  NoKorenes  is  a  ftrong  prefumption  that  he  had 
the  EUoni^es  in  his  eye.  For  he  fpeaks  as  if  thefe  heretics, 
had  only  vnjbed  to^  be  called  Na»aretus.  They  took  this 
name  to  themfelves.  But  it  does  not  appear  that  it  was 
generally  given  them  by  others.  How  different  is  this 
from  bis  language  concerning  the  true  Nazarenes,  as  evi- 
Vol.  II.  G  dently 

credeotilms,  qni  luec  non  intelli^ebant,  in  ea  penrerfitate  manferont,  nt 
ct  f elites  cogerent  judaizare.  li  funt,  qnos  Fauftui  Symmachianorum  vcl 
Kaztneomm  oomine  commemoravit,  qui  ufque  ad  noftra  tempora  jam 
qoideai  in  exigua,  fed  adbuc  tamen  vel  in  ipCa  paucitate  perdurtnt. 
Cont.  Fanft.  L  zp.  c.  i%, 

•  Forro  ab  boc  Symmacho  Ebionei  pbfti^a  di^i  funt  Synmacbiani,  eo 
^ood  Symmacbas  dogma  iUoram  Talidiffime  afleniiflet.  ' Annot  in  Eaf. 
Hiit.  1.  4.  c.  17.  p.  278. 

f  Stent  et  Symmacbiani  qui  ex  Pbarifeift  originem  trabunt,  qui  fervata 
•mni  lege  Cbriftianqs  fe  dicunt,  more  Pbotini  Cbriftum  non  Deum  et 
bominem,  fed  bpmincm  tantafljunodo  definientet.  PioL  Comment,  in 
CalaL    Ibid. 


9.8  Nazarittes  aai  Ebtcnites  Book  V. 

deotlj  diilingttiihed  from  Ebionites  ?  We  have  Icen,  from 
his  reply  to  Jerom,  that  he  defcribes  them  as  thofe  **  viho 
'*  9xe'comwonfy  ca/MNazarenes*" 

But  although  AuAin  had  exprefslj  faid  that  the  Naza- 
reoes  were  the  fame  people  with  the  SymmacliiaiiSy  we  could 
not  ha/ve  jufUy  in&n^  that  they  were  the  £une  with  the 
Ebionites.  For  in  his  treatife  on  herefies,  he  particularlj 
dilUngmihes  the  Nazarenes  from  the  Ebionites.  NoWt 
whether  ought  we  to  pay  moil  regard  to  a  tranfient  ex- 
preflion  in  a  work,  in  which  the  author  is  not  pardcnlarly 
treating  concerning  the  peculiar  doftrines  of  thefe  heredcSi 
4or  to  an  pxpteis  diftin^on  in  another  work,  undertaken 
for  the  purpofe  of  acciprately  diftinguifhing  between  diffi»-, 
rent  herefies?  Aufiin's  book  concerning  herefies  is  evi* 
4ently.  written  far  more  concifely  than  moft  of  his  other 
works.  He  dilQovers  no  inclination  to  fwell  it  by  makiig 
unneceflary  dlftinftions*  He  declares,  in  the  PrefiM:e9  tbM 
it  had  cod  him  much  thought,  and  expreffes  the  greatcK 
anxiety  for  giving  jufi  accounts.  It  was  alfo  pofterior  to 
thofe  works  in  which  he  fpeaks  of  the  Symmaduaos. 
Therefore,  if  there  be  any  error,  we  are  to  correA  then 
by  it,  and  not  it  by  them. 

Dr  P.  further  obferves :  **  That  Aufiln  did  not  coofider 
**  the  Nazarenes  in  any  favourable  light,  is  evident  from  his 
**  calling  them  heretics  f."  But  this  is  away  from  the  pomt. 
For  the  quelHon  is  not,  Whether  Auftin  confidered  the 
Nazarenes  as  heretics  ?  but.  Whether  he  viewed  them  ts 
the  fame  with  the  Ebionites  ?  Becaufe  he  calls  them  here- 
tics, muft  we  conclude  that  he  reckoned  them  chargeable 
with  the  word  of  herefies  ?  If  the  Nazarenes  were  not  for- 
mally excommunicated,  they  virtually  excommunicated 

themielvcs, 

*  Vel  eorum,  quos  Yulg6  Nanneos  nnncapant.     Opera,  ¥ol.  m. 
p.  19. 
f  VoU  ill.  p.  xt5. 
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themfelveSy  by  adherbg  to  the  law,  after  {he  obfervation 
of  it  was  generally  accounted  dnla^ful.     Now,  it  is  unde- 
niable that,  in  the  time  of  Auftin,  all  who  did  not  com* 
muhicate  with  the  Catholic  church,  were  without  diilinc^ 
tion  called  heretics.    But  our  learned  author  is  never  at  a 
lois.     He  can  turn  bis  argument  either  way.     He  contends 
that,  in  the  opinion  of  Irenseus,  the  Ebionites  were  not  htre^ 
iicst  becaufe,  how  much  foever  he  lays  agsdnft  them,  he 
^oes  not  ezprelsly  ufe  the  word  heretics  or  herefy.    But 
becanfe  AufHn  ufes  this  language  with  refpeft  to  the  Na- 
zarenes,  he  mud  have  confidered  them  as  the  ^joorjl  Iqnd 
of  heretics  that  the  church,  in  his  time,  knew.     **  What 
*^  more,"  (ays  he,  *'  could  Aufiin  have  faid  of  the  Ebio- 
'*  nites  ?"     Had  he  thought  that  nothing  but  Itrong  lan- 
guage could  mark  the  peculiar  groisneis  of  one  herefy,  in 
comparifon  with  another,  he  could  have  faid,  as  £pipha- 
nius  had  done  before  him,  that  '*  they  indifferently  Yecei- 
*'  ved  and  embraced  every  thing  horrible,  deftruftive,  and 
*'  abominable,   fliapelels  and  abfurd  from  other  herefies.'* 
But  he  did  not  think  of  a  gradation  of  titles,  according  to 
the  fuppofed  enormity  of  the  here&es.    He  preferred  a 
plan  fully  as  good.     He  pointed  out  the  dofirines  of  eath 
heretical  feft. 

But  Dr  P.  adds  -,  **  Can  it  be  fuppofed  that  he  would 
^  have  fpoken  of  the  Nazarenes  in  this  manner,  if  he  had 
^  thought  them  orthodox  with  refped  to  the  dodrine  of  the 
^  Trinity  \  efpecially  confidering  that  it  was  in  an  age  in 
'*  which  the  greateft  account  was  made  of  that  doS^e ;  fo 
*^  that  perfed  foundneis  in  this  article  may  be  fuppofed  to 
'•*  have  atoned  for  defefls  in  other  things  ?"  To  thii  I  ra-  - 
ply  \  Did  not  Auftin  account  the  Donatifls  heretics,^  al- 
though their  foundnefs  in  the  faith  was  never  fufpe£):ed  ? 
Can  it  be  fuppofed  that  he  would  have  fpoken  of  the  Na- 
Mrenes,  as  *?  confeifing  that  Chrifl  is  the  Son  of  God,''  if 
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he  had  thought  them  heterodox  with  refpeft  to  the  doftrine 
of  the  Trinity?  Did  Auftia  account  any  thing  a  conSeffion 
of  Chrift  as  the  Son  of  God,  but  a  con£effion  that  he  was 
of  the  lame  efl*ence  with  the  Father  ?  Did  he  write  '*  in  aa 
^  age,  in  which  the  greateft  account  was  made  of  this 
^*  dodrine ;"  and  would  be  make  fo  little  account  of  it  as 
to  (ay  that  thofe  '*  confefl*ed  Chrift.  to  be  the  $on  of 
'^  God/'  ^o,  according  to  his  perfuafion,  held  damnaUe 
doflrines  in  direft  oppc^tion  to  this  moft  important 
article  of  &ith  ?  For  this  is  his  language  :  '^  The  Nasartnes 
*^  though  they  confels  Chrift  to  be  the  Son  of  God,  neyer- 
^'dieleis  obferve  all  the  old  law,  which  Chriftians  have 
^*  learned,  by  Apoftolical  tradition,  not  to  obferve  camaQy, 
^^  but  fpiritually  *.'^  Nothing  can  be  more  evident  than 
that  their  belief  with  refped  to  Chrift  is  not  intrpdoced  in 
the  4^k.  fide  of  their  charaSer ;  which,  had  it  been  £iUe, 
woul^  undoubtedly  have  been  the  cafe,  efpecially  **  in  an 
''  age  in  which  the  greateft  account  was  made  of  this  doc- 
''  trine.''  Indeed,  if  there  be  any  propriety  in  Auftiii's 
language,  any  force  in  the  oppolition  ftated  between  cum 
and  tamcUt  this  muft  be  viewed  as  a  concefEoa  in  their  h- 
vpur. 

After  this  account  of  the  Nazarenes,  ^uftin  inunediate- 
ly  adds  -,  *'  The  Ebionites  &y  that  Chrift  is  no  more  than 
'^  a  mere  man.  They  obferve  the  carnal  commandments 
<'  of  the  law  f,"  Uc.  It  would  be  an  infult  on  the  reader's 
underftanding  to  inquire,  if^  according  to  the  ideas  of  Au- 
ftin,  there  be  no  difference  between  '*  confefBng  Chrift  to 
*^  be  the  Son  of  God,"  and  '^  laying  that  he  is  man  only?" 

Dt 

^  Kazaraea,  cum  Dei  Filiom  coofiteantur  efle  ChriftiuD»  omnui  Umeu 
veteris  legii  ob&nrant,  quae  Chriftiani  per  Apoftolicam  traditiooein  ooo 
obfenrare  carnaliter,  fed  fpiriduliter  didicerunt.    De  Hsref.  c.  9.  toL  #. 

p.  7. 

t  Hebionei  Cbriihuii  etiam  taotammodo  homioem  dicatit.  Maiidil» 
camalU  le^is  obfcrvant,  Ice.    Ibid.  c.  19. 
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Dr  P.y  iodeedy  fajs  that  AalHn,  '*  in  his  Catahgue  of 
**  herefies^  makes  a  di&rence  between  the  Ebionites  and 
^  Nasarenies,  but  by  no  means  that  which  makes  the  latter 
^  to  have  been  believers  in  the  divinity  of  Chrift.  and  the 
**  £>mier  not  •.**  But  'leaving  the  reader  to  judge  for  him- 
felf,  I  fliall  only  afk,  if  Auitin  does^not  exprels  the  fidth  of 
the  Nazarenes  on  this  pointy  in  the  very  iiune  language  in 
which,  he  would  have  ezprefled  his  own  ?  But  as  the  Doc- 
tor,  notwithftandingy  grants  that  Auitin  makes  a  diflerence 
between  thefi^  heretics^  while  he  himfelf  makes  none,  how 
does  be- evade  the  force  of  his  teftimony  in  this  refped? 
The  YSf^aA  it  entertaining.  He  admits  that  '*  it  was  a 
<<  common  opinion^  efpecially  in  the  Weft,  that  there  was 
*^fome  diflference  between  them/*  He  infers  that  ^*  it  was 
**^  very  natural  in  Auftm  to  mention  them  feparately,  whe« 
^*  ther  Terom  had  made  *^em  the  fame  or  not/'  If  this 
opinion  was  common  in  that  age,  why  do^  Dr  P.  adopt  % 
different  one  in  this?  His  reafon  ieems  to  lie  in  the  follow- 
ing  exception ;— ^  Though  the  writers  who  fpeak  of  it 
<*  could  never  be  certain  in  what  it  confifted/'  But  thouj^ 
this  were  true,  the  circumftanoe  of  its  being  ti  common  ofS* 
nion  would  be  a  ftrimg  preiiifliption  that  there  was  a  real  dif- 
ference ;*i;inlef8  it  be  fuppofed  thatwcT  in  the  eighteenth  cen- 
tnty  have  better  accefi  to  know  the  truth  concerning  thefe 
people,  th^  thofe  who  lived  while  they  continued  to  exift. 

But  Dr  P.  can  produce  no  proof  that  thefe  writers  were 
110/ certain  as  jlo  the  diflerence.  Perhaps,  he  htis  Epipha- 
nius  in  his  eye.  But  he  declares  his  "Uncertainty  as  to  one 
circumftanoe  only,  while  he  fpeaks  with  the  greateft  cer- 
tainty as  to  many  others.  With  refpeft  to  Jerom  and  Au- 
fiin,  4yur  author  may,  if  he  pleafe,  aifert,  that  they  erred  as 
to  the  difference  ftated  by  them.  However,  he  cannot  tru- 
ly, fay,  that  they  fpeak  \yith  any  hefitation*    Btftr  why  does 
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he  mal^  Uus  opimoae/peeiaJly  common  in  the  Wejlf  I  can 
conceive  no  reaibn  for  this,  but  ths^  theiie  herefies  had  their 
feat  in  the  Eajl.  He  removes  the  patrons  of  this  opinion 
to  as  great  a  difiance  as  p<^ble ;  in  order  to  mfoiie  a  fufpi- 
cion,  that  thej  were  too  diftant  to.know  the  truth*  An^ 
fiiify  indeedf  lived  in  Africa,  which  is  undoubtedly  weft 
from  Penea.  Jerom  was  bom  in  Dalmatian  But  be  re- 
fided  four  jears  in  the  defarts  of  the  Syrians  and  Haga- 
reneSy  at  no  great  difiance,  as  would  feem  from  the  country 
inhabited  by  theie  feds.  He  afterwards  pafled  the  greateft 
part  of  his  Hfe  in  Paleftine,  where  he  died.  Nay,  he  was 
perfbnally  acquainted  with  fdme  of  both  parties.  Epipha- 
nius  was  bom  and  educated  in  Paleftine,*  and  fpent  mamj 
years  there  in  the  monqftic  life;  and  was  afterwards  bi- 
ihop  of  -Conflantia  in  the  Ifle  of  Cyprus.  ^ 

It  has  been  (aid  that  Philaftrius,  ]yho  wrote  before  AoftiB 
on  this  fubje^  does  not.  charge  the  Nazarenes  with  anj 
herefy  concemiog  theperfon  of  Chrift  *.  But  Dr  ?•  avaib 
himfelf  of  the  teftimony  of  Theodoret,  who  <^  living  in 
"  Syria,*'  he  (ays,  "  bad  a  good  oportiminity  of  being  ac- 
^'  quainted  with  the  Nazarenes."  He  delcribes  them  as 
follows  :  "  The  Nazarenes  afc  Jews  who  honour  Chrift  as 
"  a  righteous  man,  and  ufe  the  gofpel  according  to  Peter  f ." 
But  .Moflieim  has  clearly  fliewn,  that  his  teftimony  is  of  no 
weight  in  this  matter.  He  was  not  only  later  than  any  erf 
the  writers  already  mentioned  •,  but  the  reft  of  his  account 
of  the  Nazarenes  is  fuch  as  ftiews  that,  whatever  opportu- 
nity he  had  of  hang  acquainted  with  them,  he  had  not  im- 
proved iL     He  fays,  that  they  ufed  the  gofpel  according  to 

Peter. 

•  Boll's  Judg.  Catb.  Cbarcb,  cbap.  2.  f.  13.     Ittig  de  Hcref.  fcA  I. 

.  '  f  0<Xi  Vl^uftaiM  Utmtoi  tivi,  tc»  Xftr§v  rtfiotrti  o{  mt9paroy  h*am9, 
li«i  T-»  %axufitt:j  Rars  Jlir^**  txmyffXtv  titxffif^tfoi,  Haer.  Fab.  1.  x. 
^dp.  1.  %p.  aud.  vo!.  iii.  p.  183. 
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Peter.  But  this  was  never  uied.by  the  Nazarenes»  but  by 
the  DoetUe^  diofe  Gnoftics  whom  oor  Author  fetsindie 
moft  direfi  eppo&tion  to  them,  as  maintaiaing  that  Chiift 
was  man  in  appearance  only  *• 

Theodoret  ^iSo  gives  it  as  the  teftimonj^of  Eufebias,  that 
thefe  heretics  made  their  firft  appearance  in  the  reign  of 
Domtdan.  Sot  that  hiftorian  does  not,  as  £Eir  as  we  know, 
once  meatioQ  the  Nazarenes :  and  he  gives  theEbionites  no 
earlier  date  than  the  reign  of  Trajan  f.  Theodoret  alfo  afferts 
that  Jnftia  Martyr,  Irenseos  and  Origen  wrote  againfi  the 
Nazarenes ;  while  their  very  nany  is  mentioned  by  none 
of  thefe  fathers.  As  Jufiin  wrote  againft  all  herefies,  it 
may  be  fiippc^d  that  Theodoret  had  feen  this  work,  al* 
though  it  is  now  loft.  But  it  is  ;iot  at  all  likely,  that  he 
ihould  have  been  acquainted  with  a  work  unknown  to 
Eu&bins  %.  Either  Theodoret  fpeaks  without  any  ground 
in  what  he  aflerts  conceminl^  theiie  .&thers  \  or,  if  Juftin 
really  wrote  againft  the  Nazarenes,  they  were  accounted 
heretics  in  his  time.  If  the  firft  be  true,  the  teftimony 
iS,  Theodoret  goes  for  nothing;  if  the  fecond,  it  is  fiip- 
ported  at  the  expence  of  the  Dod or's  own  fyflem.  For 
thofe  whom  the  church  accounted  heretics  £0  early  as  the 
age  of  Juftin  Martyr,  could  not  be  the  genuine  fucceflbis  of 
theapoftles. 

It  Jias  been  urged  by  Moflidm  as  a  ftrong  prefumption, 
of  Theodofet^s  not  being  iatisfied  that  the  Nazarenes  de- 
nied the  divinity  of  Chrift,  that  when  he  afterwards  mufteis 
up  almoft  all  the  heretics  who  did  fo,  he  omits  the  Naza- 
renes. ^*  But  the  Ebionites,  and  Theodotians,  and  Arte- 
**  monites,  and  Fhotinians,  have  aflerted  that  Chrift  is  a 
^  mere  man  bom  of  a  virgin  {."  However,!  do  not  think 
that  much  ftreis  can  be  laid  on  this.  It  is  a  fnrdier  proof 
of  his  inaccuracy  ;  as  he  fpeaks  of  the  Ebionites,  without 
diftin^on,  as  bdieviag  the  miraculous  conception. 

G4  Dr 
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Dr  P«9  before  clofing  this  chapter,  goes,  a  little  faither 
back,  in  order  to  prove  die  lawful  defcjcnt  of  his  ancient 
friends  from  the  firft  Hebrew  Chriftians.  **  The  refem*' 
<*  blance,"  he  (ays,  '*  between  the  charader  of  the  EbioniteSi 
<<  as  given  by  the  early  Ghriftian  fiithers,  and  diat  of  the 
If  Jewifh  Chrifiians  at  die  tiiAe  of  Paid's  laft  journey  to  Je- 
'^  rufidem,  is  veryftriking.  After  he  had  given  an  ac- 
**  count  of  his  condud  to  the  more-  intelligent  of  them, 
^'  diey  were  (atisfied  with  it ;  but  diey  thought  there  wooU 
••'  be  great  difficulty  in  fetisfying  others.  "  7boufiiJlf  hr^r 
**  ther,  fay  they  to  hii%  Ads  xxL  20.  Aow  many  iiomfimdt 
**  of  yews  there  are  who  believe^  and  they  are  all  %eahm.i^ 
^  the  layj.  ^nd  they  are  informed  of  thee  that  thou  teaebej( 
*'  all  the  yews  who  are  among  the  Gentiles^  toforfake  Mofit; 
**  Joying  that  they  ought  not  to  circumdfe  their  children^  nei- 
^  tber  to  walk  ajier  their  cujlonls.  What  is  it  therefore  f 
**  TChe  multitudes  mufl  needs  cime  together^  for  they  will  hear 
'*  that  thou  att  come.  Do  therefore  this  thai  we  f^  unto 
'*  thee :  We  have  four  men  who  have  a  vow  upon  theHn ; 
"  them  take  and  purify  thyftlf  with  them^ — that  all  nuy 
*•  know  that  thofe  things  whereof  they  were  informed  con* 
"  cernirtg  thee  are  nothings  hut  that  thou  thyfelf  alfo  walkejl 
"  orderly^  and  keepeji  the  law"  Here  die  Dodor  ftops 
(hort ;  adding,  *'  So  great  a  refemblance  in  fome  things^ 
*'  vi%  their  attachment  to  the  law  and  their  prejudices  a- 
^  gainft  Paul,  cannot  but  lead  us  to  imagine  that  they  were 
'*  the  fame  in  other  refpefb  alfo,  both  being  equally  zealous 
**  obfervers  of  the  law,  and  equally  ftrangers  to  the  dodrine 
"  of  die  divinity  of  Chrift  •  " 

But  why  does  the  learned  Gendeman  break  off  at  the 
verfe  immediately  following  what  he  has  quoted?  He  had, 
indeed,  fufficient  reafon  for  this.  He  muft  have  known  that 
it  would  fpoil  the  rejemhlance.  For  the  Ebionites  had  a  diftin- 
guiihing  feature  which  thefe  Hebrew  Chriftians  wanted. 

Dr 
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Dr  P.  eUewhere  acknowledges  what  he  foond  it  impoffibk  to 
denj ;  that  ^  the  EbioniteSy  at  leaft  many  of  them,  would 
have  impo&d  the  yoke  of  the  ^  Jewifh  law  upon  the  Gentile 
**  Chrifiians,.  and  would  not  communicate  with  thofe  who 
^  were  not  drcumcifed  *•"  There  is  not  the  leaft  reafon  for 
the  ezoepti<Hi.  For  according  to  the  unanimous  voice  of  anti* 
quity,  this  was  the  principle  oi  aO  oi  them.  Was  it  becaufe 
Paul  taught  diat  the  Gentiles  were  not  bound  by  the  law  of 
Mofesythat  thele  numytboufands  were  ofiended?  There  is  not 
the  leaft  evidence  of  this,  from  the  words  quoted.  The  only 
ground  of  oflfence  mentioned,  is  that  he  taught  the  Jevos  who 
were  anwi^  the  Gentiks^  Xoforfake  Moles.  The  conftnrmity 
advifedby  tbe  Apoftles,  was  only  meant  as  a  proof  that  Paul 
^"^fi^f  bein^  a  Jew,  keft  the  law ;  and  therefore,  that  he 
could  not  be  fiippoled  to  entice  others  Xof&rfahe  it.  But  the 
words  immediately  following  the  quotaticm,  fliew  that  they 
had  no  wiih  to  confirain  the  Gentiles  to  obierve  the  law : 
As  taucbing  the-  Gentiles  who  believe^  we  have  written  and  - 
concluded^  that  they  oijerve  no  fucb  things^  fave  only  tbat 
tbey  beep  tbemfelves  from  things  offered  to  idols^  and  from 
lloodf  and  from  firangled^  and  from  fornication^  ver.  25* 
This  decree  was  in  full  force.  The  obfervation  of  the  ce* 
remonial  law  by  the  Gentiles  was,  not  only  not  required^ 
bot  prohibited  by  the  Synod  of  Jeruialem.  Had  this  de« 
cree  been  opp<died  by  the  multitudes,  they  w6uld1iave  been 
rebels  againft  the  ApdUes,  nay,  againft  die  Holy  Ghoft 
(chap.  zv.  aS).  But  we  are  under  the  neceffity  o£  con* 
chiding  that  it  was  agreeable  to  them,  if  we  grant  the  truth 
of  the  hiftory  of  the  Ads.  For  it  pleaied,  not  the  Apo^ 
ftles  and  elders  only,  but  the  whole  churchy  ver.  22.  Thefe 
many  thonfands  of  Hebrew  believers,  though  zealous  for 
the  law  themfidves,  and  urging  its  obfervation  on  all  o^ 
their  own  nation,  left  the  Gentiles  at  liberty,  except  in  the 
diings  mentioned.     Therefore,  they  were  not  Ebionites. 

And 
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And  fince  they  did  mot  lefiembk  dicm  in  Ab  remedy  d* 
dioo^  we  had  no  other  evidence,  we  mi^t  coodndc,  ae- 
ceding  to  our  author's  own  plan  of  leaftwiin^  dmt  **  di^ 
''were  not  the  fame  in  other  refpeds." 

He  coododes  this  chapter  with  tfaefe  words  ;  ^  I  km 
**^  not  met  with  any  mention  of  more  than  one  orthodox 
''  Jewilb  Chriflian  in  the  coorie  of  m j  reading  ;  and  diit 
**  is  one  wh<rfe  name  was  Jofeph,  whom  Epiphaaioi  frjl 
*'  he  met  with  at  Scjthopolis,  when  all  the  other  inhtbi* 
'<  tants  of  the  place  were  Arians." 

It  is  evidently  oor  tothor's  wifli  as  much  as  poffifak  to  re- 
duce the  number  oT  orthodox  Hebrews.  Had  he  been  ai 
anxious  to  meet  wi$h  thoie  of  this  defcription,  as  with  Um- 
tarians»5^he  might  have  found  that  this  Jofeph  had  maaj 
brethren.  Had  he  pnly  looked  into  the  fifth  fedioo  of  die 
£ame  chapter,  he  hiuft  have  obferved  that  there  was,  in  (hat 
very  place,  another,  a  certain  young  man,  ''  an  orth(^ 
'*  believer  frppi  among  the  Hebrews  *,"  who  fecretly  vilk« 
ed  Epiphanius  and  his  company.  Had  he  only  bmikei 
through  the  fame  fedion  in  which  Jofeph  is  firft  mentioned, 
he  mud  have  found  that  the  Patriarch  Ellel,  the  defc^ndent 
of  Gamaliel,  when  dying,  embraced  Chrifiianity.  It  is  e- 
vident,  that  he  alfo  was  an  orthodox  Hebrew  Chriftiaii. 
For  Kpiphanius  fays,  that  when  he  was  baptized  by  the 
Bifliop  oP Tiberias,  he  was  '*  initiated  into  holy  mjfteries.'* 
Now,  in  juflice,  this  language  mud  be  underftood  accord- 
ing to  the  perfuafion  of  the  writer. 

•  It  is  ftrange,  that  Dr  P.  fliould  fpeak  exclufively  of  Jofeph, 
when  he  had  the  very  fame  evidence  of  the  exiltence  of  other 
orthodox  Chriftians,  of  Hebrew  origin,  as  of  his.  For  in  the 
very  page  in  which  Epiphanius  enters  on  his  account  of 
Jofeph,  he  informs  us  that  the  Gofpel  of  John,  and  the 
A^  of  the  Apofiles,  were  tranflated  into  Hebrew,  and 
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aoft  iecredy  prdcrvcd  in  the  treafiiries  of  tbe  Jews  tt  Ti- 
berias ;  adding,  that  fbme  of  thole  conyerted  from  Judailm 
had  moft  accurately  declared  this  to  him.  Nay,  he  farther 
lays,  that  **  thefe  Jews,  who  made  this  declaration  to  him, 
'*  fl<^knowIedged  that  by  this  meass  they  had  believed  oa 
"ChriftV*  , 

Oar  learned  aathor,  if  he  paid  the  leaft  refpefi  to  the 
connexion,  coold  not  but  obferve  that  thefe  perfoos,  what- 
ever  their  number  might  be,  were  of  tbe  £uMe  £uth  with 
the  orthodox  Jofeph*  For  in  this  manner  Epiphadius  be- 
gins to  defcribe  him  :  *'  But  Jpfeph  was  one  of  them/'  He. 
It  is  at  any  rate  undeniable,  that  the  Ebionites  rejeded 
both  tht  Gofpel  of  John  and  the  Ads  of  the  Apoftles. 

Epipbanius  himfelf  was  a  Jewifh  Chriftian.  He  watt 
not  only  bom  a  Jew,  but  educated  in  that  religion.  In 
his  life,  laid  to  be  written  by  John,fone  of  his  diiciples,  it  is 
alTerted  that  after  his  father's  death,  one  Tryphon  a  Jew 
took  him  under  his  care,  and  ^*  diligently  taught  him  all 
*'  things  pertaining  to  the  law  and  the  Hebrew  elements; 
'*  and  that  £piphanius  grew  in  age,  and  in  the  wifdom  of 
^*  the  Hebrews  f  •"  Dr  P.  entertains  no  doubt  of  the  or- 
thodoxy of  this  Jiwijb  Chriftian. 

I  have  already  made  feme  remarks  on  that  pafiage  in 
Jerom,  which  has  been  generally  brought  to  prove,  that  he 
did  not  confider  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebionites  as  the  fame 
people.  But  I  have  met  with  many  other  pafTages  in  his 
works,  which  although  they  do  not  feem  to  have  been  at- 
tended to  in  refped  to  the-  queftion  at  iflue,  fliew  in  the 
cleardt  manner,  that  he  viewed  them  as  entirely  diftind. 
This  father  has  a  greater   claim  to  oiir  regard  than  any  o« 

•  thcr 
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tber  writer  who  has  mentioned  thefe  fefis ;  becanfe  be  im 
much  better  acquainted  with  them.  He  does  not  fpeik 
ftom  report,  but  from '  perfonal  knowledge.  The  ^aflagci 
referred  to  efpecially  de&rve  out  attention,  becaufe  diej 
exprefi  the  fendments  of  the  writer,  when  he  is  not  agitat- 
ed by  the  heat  of  contrgVerfj,  but  cooUj  conitnenting  on 
the  language  of  infpiration. 

Although,  on  one  occafion,  when  alarmed  at.  die  idea  sf 
the  introdudiAn  of  herefy  into  the  church,  and  irritated  bj 
oppofition,  we  have  heard  him  refiife  that  the  Nazareno 
were  either  Jews  or  Chriftians ;  he  generally  repre&ntt 
them  in  a  more  favourable  light. .  Referring  to  one  of 
thefe  people,  he  calls  him  **  an  Hebrew  of  the  Nazarene 
<<  fe'a  *."  .  He  fays  that ''  they  fo  receive  Chrift,  as  not  to 
**  renounce  the  legal  obfervances  f ;''  and  feems  to  coofider 
this  as  the  only  difierence  between  them  and  other  Chri- 
ftians. He  gives  them  the  moderate  epithet  of  errtmUa 
producing  no  other  evidence  of  its  juftneis  than  their  ^cb- 
^'deavouring  to  preferve  the  abolifl^ed  rites (.^  Qnoimg 
thefe  words,  No  man  pututh  new  wine  int&  old  hottlu, 
**  Such  are  the  Nazarenes,"  he  fays,  '*  who  attempt  to  a- 
''  dapt  the  obfervation  of  the  old  law  to  the  grace  of  the 
**  gofpel  ||/'  In  a  word,  he  gives  the  very  fame  account  of 
them  as  of  thofe  Chriftians,  for  whofe  &ke,  he  fays,  Mat- 
thew'wrote  his  gofpel  in  Hebrew}.    But  he  exhibits  tiie 

Ebionitn 

*  Legi  nuper  in  quodam  Hebraico  volomine,  quod  NasmreiMB  feds 
mihi  Hebraeus  obtulit,  Hieremiae  apocryphom,  &c.     In  Mat.  xzvii.  9. 

f  Nazaraei,  qui  ita  Chriftam  recipiunt,  pt  ob(ervatioQes  l^git^rrteiis 
son  amittant.     In  Efai.  cap.  ▼iij.  14. 

I  Nee  juzU  errantet  Nazaneot,  abolitis  facriBciis  infenrient,  led  fpirittt- 
lem  cultum  fc^abuntur.    In  Hierem.  cap.  iii.  14. 

y  Tales  funt  Nazanei,  qui  veteris  legb  obfervantiam,  evangelicB  gn- 
liz  aptare  conantnr.    In  £zek.  zvi.  16. 

§  Primns  omnium  Matthaens  efl,---qni  evangelium  in  Jndsa  ^fbfV• 

C^rmone  edidit :  ob  eorum  vel  maxime  canlaA,  qui  in  Jefum  credidefVt 
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Ebionitfs  in  a  very  different  light    He  frequMtly  elafles  • ' 
them  with  Pbotinus*;   while  he  charafferizes .  him  and 
Samoiatenus  as.accurfed  f  •     He  calk  the  Ebionites  ^  heira 
'^  of  the  erroc  of  the  Jews  X » *>Lnd  eyen  confiden  them  as 
''  denying  that  Chrill  came  in  the  fleih  ||." 

While  he  admitB,  withdht  any  reiierve  as  to  this  point, 
that  th^Nazarenes  belieye  in  Chrifi,  he  denies  this  wv3x 
refpeft  to  die  Ebionites. .  For,  fpeaking'of  the  ambigobos 
interpretation  of  a  paflage,  he  lays ;  ^*  It»is  no  wonder  that 
^*  thofe  have  given  a  wrong  interpretation  of  it,  who  were 
'*  unwilling  to  fay  any  thing  to  the  honour  of  Chrift,  in 
^<  whom  they  .did  not  believe ;  I  mean  the  Jews  or  Semi« 
<'  Jews,  the  Ebicmites  $."  The  denial  of  £uth  in  Chrifl: 
muft  extend  to  the  latter,  as  well  as  to  the  former. 

_  _  ^  

£ven  when  he  aflbciates  the  Nazarenes  with  the  Ebio- 
nitesy  he  exhibits  them  as  difierent  leds.  Elxplaining  'theie 
words.  Who  batb  required  this  at  your  bands  f  he  fays ; 
^  Let  the  EbioniiSes  give  ear,  who  think  that  the  aboliflied 
*^  law  is  to  be  obferved,  even  after  the  paiEon  of  our  Lord. 
^  Let  the  aflbciates  of  the  Ebionites  hear,  who  condude  that 
^  thefe  things  areto  be  ob&rvedoQly  by  the  Jews,andbythoie 

"of 

ez  Jadsis :  et  neqatquain  legis  umbram,  fiiccedente  eraflgelu  veritate* 
ienrabant.    Procem.  in  Mat. 

*  Hebionis  et  Pbotini  etiam  bine  baerefis  retundenda,  qood  Domina^ 
softer  Jeftts  Cbriftus  Dens  fit.    In  Oal.  i.  i.       . 
£1  lioc  loco  Hebionis  et  Photini   dogma  conteriur,  lee.  In  Cal.L  Ix. 

t  Panlus  antem  Samofatenus  et  Fotiniu— malediAi  eront  fpem  baben- 
tes  in  bomine.    In  Hierem.  zvii.  5. 

%  Judsi  et  Judaici  errores  Hebionitae.  '  In  Efai.  IzvL  i^ 

II  Hsreticonuxt  femina  pullularent  Cherinti,  Hebionis,  et  ceteroram, 
qui  negant  Cbriftum  in  carne  venifle.    Proocm.  in  Mat. 

S  Kon  miram  cnr  male  interpretati  funt,  nee  voluerant  de  CbriHo 
gloriofttin  qoid  dicere,  in  quern  non  credebaot:  videlicet  ut  Judasi  aut 
Scmijudsei,  id  eft  Hebidnitie.    In  £(ai.  ii.  22. 
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^  o£  the  ftock  of  Ifrael  *."  Whom  can  he  mean  but  die 
Nazarenes  ?  But  while  he  calls  them  affi^fiaies  or.  aOm  of 
the  EbioniteSy  they  are  exhibited  as  diftinfi.  Thej  are 
alfo  reprefeated  as  conneded^with  each  other,  mefdy  m  re« 
gsyrd  to  the  law.  .  Nay,  even  when  he  declares  their  too- 
nexion  in  (his  fingle  inftance,  he' does  it  fo  ab  to  maik  aTerj 
important  difference  in  the  fame  refpe6t  For  he  cf^deadj 
means  that  the  Ebionites  confiderqd  the  law  as  of  mnTei&I 
obligation,  bnt  that  their  allies  viewed  it  as  binding  os^oa 
the  natural  pofterity  of  Abraham. 

While  he  feems  to  have  been  an  entire  ftranger  to  tnj 
Ebionites  who  believed  the  miraculous  conception,  he  in 
many  places  reprefents  this  as  the  doArine  of  the  Nazarenei. 
He  frequently  quotes  that  ftrange  expreffion  whidi  thor 
Gofpel  afcribes  to  the  Saviour  \  '^  My  mother,  the  Rdj 
^  Spirit,  juft  now  laid  hold  upon  m^ .*'    But  the  veryom- 
ner  in  which  he  quotes  it,  contsdns  a  pro<tf  of  his  fiivombk 
opinion  of  them.    Inftead  of  expofing  than  to  ridicnie,  he 
apologizes  for  the  fingularity  of  the  expreffion.     **  No  one," 
he  fays,  "  ought  to  be  offended  on  this  account  \  becaufe 
**  the  Jews  exprels  the  Spirit  in  the  feminine  gender,  whik 
^'  in  our  language  it  is  mafculine,  and  neuter  in  Greek. 
"  For  in  the  deity  there  is  no  fex.     Therefore,  in  the  three 
'^  principal  languages,  in  which  the  title  of  our  Lord's  paf- 
"  fion  was  written,  it  is  exprefled  in  the  three  different  gen- 
^'  ders,  that  we  may  know  that  it  is  of  no  particular  gen- 
*'  der  f."     He  does  not  write  like  one  who  coniidered  them 

as 

*  Audiant  Hebionei ;  qui  poft  pafljoncm  Cbrifli  abolit&m  legem  po* 
tant  ede  fcrvandam  :  Audiant  Hebionitarum  focii :  qui  Judzis  tantnia  ec 
fie  flirpe  Ifraelitici  generis  bzc  cuftodienda  decernunt     Id  1.(91.  L  ii. 

I  Sed  in  evangelio  quod  juxta  Hebrzos  fcriptnm,  Ntzarfci  le^Htast, 
Domlnus  loquitur:  Mode  me  tulit  mater  mea,  Spiritus  fandlttt.  N««o 
autem  in  hac  parte  fcandalizari  debet,  quod  dicatur  apud  Ht braroc  fpiritai 
^enerc  fctmWtno^   crim  noftra   lingua  appcUetur  gen^rc  maicaliflOf  «< 
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ds  heretical  with  refped  to  the  dofirine  of  die  Spirit ;  as 
he  muft  have  done,  had  he  believed  that  thejr  viewed  this 
adorable  Perlicm  as  a  mere  attribute. 

From  the  maimer  in  which  he  quotes  this  Gofpel*  with. 
refpeA  to  the  defcent  of  the  Spirit,  he  evidently  confiders 
the  Nazarenes  as  believing  Jefus  to  be  a  divine  Perfon.  II- 
hiibating.thele  wcurds.  In  bim  it  pleafed  that  ail  fullmfi  of 
the  Godhead  Jbomld  dwell  bodily  ;  **  By  no  means  partially/' 
he  fkySf  ^'  as  in  other  faints ;"  but  according  to  their  Gofpd, 
*^  which,  being  wrote  in  Hebrew,  the  Nazarenes  read,  the 

*  whble  fountain  of  the  Holy  Spirit  deicended  on  him/-^ 
*^  Befides,  in  the  Gofpel  which  we  have  mentioned -above, 
**  we  find  theic  things  written ;  *  But  it  came  to  pals,  when 
<  the  Lord  aUcended  from  the  water,  that  the  whole  fountain 

*  of  the  EU>ly  Spirit  defcended  and  refied  on  hinl,  and  laid 

*  to  him,  My  Son,  I  have  waited  for  thy  poming  during  the 
'  miniftry  of  all  the  prophets,  that  I  niightreft  upon  thee. 
\  For  thou  art  my  reft ;  thou  art  my  firft-begotten,  who 

*  reigneft  for  «ver/  Whidi  Spirit  of  the  Lord  is  alfo  <calkd 
'*  the  Spirit  of  Wifidom.  For  aU tBingt  wete  mad^  by  Um^ 
**  and  without  him  was  n^bing  made  which  was  mqfie^-^AxA 
^  the  Apoftle  writes ;  Uhrijl  the  power  of  Godf  and  the 
''  wifdom  of  God.  And  it  is  written  in  the  Proverbs ;  73^ 
*^Lord  by  wifdom  hath  founded  the  earth  ;  by  under/landing 
"  hath  be  eflahlijbed  the  heavens.  And  how  thd  fame  Word 
^  c£  Grod  is  called  Light,  and  Life,  and  Refurre£lion,"  Uc*. 

^  When 

GnetfD  iermooe  neutro.  In  divinitate  enim  nuilas  eft  feziu.  £t  ideo  in. 
tribus  principalibas  Unguis,  quibus  titulus  dominicaB  fcriptus  eft  paffiofuf^ 
tribos*  generibus  tppf  llatur :  at  iciamas  nullius  cfle  generis  quod  diver- 
fiim  eft.    In  ££u.  xi.  6.    Vide  etiam  in'Ezek.  zvi«  13. 

*  In  ipTo  complacait  flnnnem  plenttud^nem  divinitatis  habitar^  coq)0« 
nditer:  neqaaqoam  p^r  partes  ut  in  ceteris  fandlis:  fed  juxta  evange* 
lium  eorum  quod  Hebrzo  fermone  confcxiptam  legnnt  Nazaraei :  De* 
icendxt  fbper  eum  omnis  fons^piritus  San^:.^— ^Porrd  in  evangelio,  cujus 

fupra 
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When  Jerote  aflerts  that  aH  the  fuOnefs  of  tU  G^Oeai 
dwettt  in  Chtift,  he  aflerts  it  according  to  the  Gofpel  ct  the 
Nazarenes.  He  evidendy  applies  the  quotation  from  tt 
.  Gofpel/  as  iUoftrating  the  doftrine  of  our  Saviour's  divinity. 
But  he  would  never  have  afied  this  part,  had  he  not  known 
that  it  was  thus  underftood  by  the  Nazarenes  diemfidves. 
As  he  was  perfonally  acquainted  with  man  j  of  diem,  as  it 
was  from  them  that  he  had  the  ufe  of  this  Gofpel  in  order 
to  his  tranilating  it ^9  as  he  difcovers  a  thorough  kno^rledge 
of  their  tenets  in  other  refpeds,  although  of  fiur'Ie&  impor- 
tance ;  no  one  can  doubt  that  he  had  the  heft  acceft  tolmow 
>what  they  believed  cm  this  head.  H^  not  Jerom  under- 
ftood the  paflage  quoted  as  a  dear  declaradon  of  die  faith 
'of  the  Nazarenes,  his  not  merely  quoting  it  in  this  light, 
1)ut  his  confirming  the  doArine  fuppofed  to  be  contained  in 
it,  by  a  variety  of  pafiages  fifom  Scripture,  in  his  judgment 
fully  eftabUfhing  the  divinity  of  Chriil^  muft  have  been  die 
height  of  abfiirdity .  Inde^  it  would  be  a  very  poor  eon* 
jSiment  to  the  reafon  of  thefe  Chriilians,  to  fuppc^  dnt 
they  believed  a  finite  fubjed  capable  of  receiving  the  xMi 
fountain  pf  the  divine  Spirit.        ^ 

From  the  manner  in  which  bodi  Jerom  and  Epiphanius, 
who  werecotemporary ,  exprefs  themfelves  concerning  the  mi- 
raculous 

fuprt  fecimiu  mentiooeni,  bac  fcripta  reperimos :  Fa^mn  eft  totem  com 
gfcendiflet  Dominus  de  aqua,  defcendit  font  omnis  Spiritos  San^  et  re- 
quievit  fuper  com  ;  et  dixit  ilU:*FiIi  mi  in  omnibos  prophetis  ezpe^abta 
te  at  venires  et  requiefceram  in  te.  Tu  es  enim  reqaies  mea :  tu  et  filios 
meat  primogenitus  qnt  regnas  in  fempiternum.  Qh'  Spiritas  Domuni  ip* 
pellatur  et  Spirittu  fapientisr :  Omnia  enim  per  ipfom  fin^a  font.  Et  ii 
Pfalmis  canitur;  Q23'  magnlficata  funt  opera  tua,  J)omine ;  omnta  infr- 
pientia  fecifti.*  £t  Apoftolus  fcribit ;  Chriftos  Dei  virtoi,  et  Dei  Apics- 
tia.  £t  in  Proverbiis  legitur ;  Deus  in  fapientia  foa  landaTit  terrtiB,  et 
paravit  cttloi  tn  pmdentia.  £t  quomodo  idem  fenn«  Dei  focator  bs, 
etyita,et  refarreAio,  lee.  In  Efai.  cap.  xi.  i. 

*  Mihi  qooqoe  a  Nazarsis,  qui  in  Berca  orbe  SjrriK  lioc  TcIoflBBt 
utvntur,  defcribendi  ftcultin  fuit.    Catalog.  Scriptor.  in  Kattb. 


N 
I 


dhip.  V.  not  tie /ami  PeopU.  i  ti 

raculous  conception^  it  would  appear  that  they  had  no  idea 
of  any  hoMing  this  dofbine  in  the  proper  fenfc  of  language, 
but  thofe  Wha  believed  that  Jefus  -w^a  Gk)d.  For,  as  we 
have  feen,  when  E^iphanius  mentions  his  doubt  with  refpeft 
to  the  Nazarenes,  he  oppofes  the  doSrine  of  the  merehamZ' 
mty  of  Chrift,  to  **  acknowledging,  as  the  truth  is,  that  ht 
««  was  begotten  by  the  Holy  Ghoft.'*  Some  of  the  Gnc^cs 
bad  entertained  the  wild  idea  of  the  bddy  of  Chrifi  paffing 
through  Mary  as  through  a  pipe.  But  they  did  not  believe 
that  he  was  conceived  of  Mary. . 

Nothing  can  be  more  evident  tt\an  that  Jerom  was 
acquainted  with  Hebrews,  who  held*,  not  only  t*he  doc- 
trine of  the  miraculous  conception,  but  that  of  the 
divinity  of  Chrift«  For,  commenting  on  thefe  words,  God 
came  from  TCeman  (or  the  fouth),  .and  the  Hoty  One  from 
mount  Parofii  he  lays ;  "  I  myfelf  heard  an  Hebrew  ex- 
*  plain  this  paiTage  in  the  following  manner ;  '  The  Lord 
fliall  come  firom  the  fouth,  that  is,  fliall  be  bom  in  Beth- 
lehem ;  and  hence  fhall  he  arife*  And  becaufe  he,  who 
is  bom  in  Bethlehem,  formerly  gave  the  law  in  mount' 
Sinai,  he  is  the  Holy  One  who  came  from  mount  Pars^n^ 
For  Paran  is  in  the  neighbourhood  of  mount  Sinai.  And 
what  follows,  Selahy  that  is,  alwa^s^  fignifies  that  he  who 
is  bom  in  Bethlehem,  and  who  gave  the  law  in  Sinai,  that 
is,  in  mount  Paran,  is  always  the  author  and  beflower  of 
all  benefits,  paft,  pre&nt,  and  future  V 
Vol.  II.  H  It 

*  Audiyi  ego  I^ebrs^um  iftum  locum  ita  dii!erel« :  Qood  Hethlehem  • 
fita  fit  ad  Auftrum,  in  qua  natos  eft  dominus  atqae  faWator:  et  ipfum 
cfle  de  qoo  nunc  dicatur :  Dominus  ab  Anftro  reniet :  hoc  cil,  mfcetut 
in  Betliichem,  et  ilide  confurget.  £t  quia  ipfc  qui  natus  tft  ift 
Bethkhem,  legeih  quondam  dedit  in  ilionte  Sinti :  ipfe  eft  fan^ds  qui 
yenit  de  monte  Pharan :  Pharan  quippe  Ticinus  eft  locus  monti  Sina..  £t 
quod  infertur,  Diapfalma,  id  eft.  Temper,  habere  fenfum,  ipfe  qui  natus 
eft  in  Bethlehem ;  et  qui  in  Sina,  id  eft,  in  monte  Pharari,  legem  dedit; 
femper  in  univeriis  benefictis  prseteritis  et  pncfeutfbus,  et  futoris  author 
eft  ct  Urgitor.    In  Hab  111.3. 
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It  wiU  be  afterwards  proved,  that  the  Ebioiiites  wert 
ffreadj  attached  to  waihings.  On  this  account  Epiphanius 
compares  them  to  the  Scribes  and  Pharifees*.  But  the 
charafier  of  the  Nazarenes,  as  given  hj  Jerom,  is  diredlj 
the  revevfe.  Thej  rejefted  the  traditions  of  the  elders,  and 
feem  to  have  had  a  pecuUar  antipathy  at  the  ibetton  of 
them.  On  thefe  words,  HeJhaU  be  for  a  rod  ofoffenct  i9 
loth  bou/es^ofJ/rae/f  he  fays;  *^  The  Nazarenes,  who  b 
**  receive  Chrift  as  not  to  renounce  the  obfervances  of  the ' 
^*  old  law,  underftand  this  language  as  deicriptive  of  the 
^  two  families  of  Sammai^  and  Hillel,  firom  whom  fprong 
**  the  Scribes  and  Pharifees.  Sammai  and  Hillel  made 
**  their  appearance  in  Judaea,  not  long  before  the  birth  of 
**  our  Saviour.  The  former  is  interpreted  ^!bt^  fcaHtnr^ 
*<  and  the  latter  Profane ;  becaufe,  by  their  traditions  and 
^additions,  they  have  diflipated  and  defiled  the  precepts, 
'*  of  the  law :  and  they  aflert  that  thefe  are  the  two  houfies 
**  which  did*  not  receive  the  Savioiur,  who  .was  to  be  fior 
"  deilrudion,  and  for  offence  +.*" 

In  the  fame  manner  do  they  apply  the  words  that  follow, 
jind  when  tbeyjballfay  unto  you^  Seek  unto  them  that  have 
a  familiar  fpiri$^  ISc*  "  But  the  Nazarenes,"  he  lajs, 
^  have  thus  explained  this  pafTage:  *  When  the  Scribes  and 
*  Pharifees  fhall  lay  to  you,  that  you  ought  to  hearken  to 
'  them,  who  do  all  for  the  fake  of  the  belly,  and  who,  after 
'  the  manner  of  magicians  make  aTnurmuidng  noife  in  their 

*  incantations, 

#  Hter-  30.  it£i,  21. 

t  Nasanei  (qui  ita  Chriftufn  reciphmt  at  obfh'vationei  I^gis  veteris 
Hon  amittant) duas  familiu  interpretantur,  Sammai  et  Hillel;  ez  quitms 
•rti  fttDt  Scribse  et  Pharifsi.'— Sammai  igitur  et  Hillel  non  multo  prios 
qoam  Dominus  nafceretur,  orti  funt  in  Jodna,  quoram  prior  diffioator 
interpfetatur,  fequeos  prophanus :  eo  qood  per  traditiones  et  /i vrrpomr 
iiias  legis  precepta  difiipaverint  atque  macolaverint.  £t  has  cfle  dual 
domos  quae  falvatorem  non  recepcrint ;  qui  fa^us  fit  cit  in  niotm  t\  it 
(candalum.    In  Kfai.  Tiii.  14. 
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^  incantati<ms,  that  they  maj  decdre  jou,  jeu  on^  to 

<  give  tfaem  this  anfwer.     It  is  no  wonder  that  you  follo# 

*  your  traditions,    when  every  nation  confults  its  idols. 

*  Therefofe,  we  ought  not  to  aik  counfel  of  you,  who  are 

*  dead^  concerning  the  living;  efpecially  as  God  hath  givea 
^  us  his  law,  and  the  teftimony  of  fcripture,  which  if  yott 
^  are  unwilling  to  fpllow,  you  (hall  have  no  light,  but  be 

*  ftill  covered  with  darknefs,    which  ihall  pervade  your 

*  land  and  your  dodrine ;  fo  that,  when  thofe  who  are  de« 

*  ceived  by  you  ihall  perceive  that  they  are  in  error,  and 

*  fiibjeded  to  a  faoiine  of  the  truth,  they  ihall  then  be  grie« 

*  ved  or  enraged,  and  ihall  curfe  you,  whom  they  formerly 

*  Confidered  as  their  gods  and  kings*  And  in  vain  ihaU 
'  they  look  to  die  heaven,  or  to  the  earth ;  as  diey  will  be 
'  always  in  dafkneis,  and  will  not  be  able  to  efcape  from 

*  your  faares  ♦.'* 

CcHumenting  on  ths^  palTage,  Atjirjl  be  lightly  affii&ed 
the  land  of  Zabuhn  and  Napbtali  :-^'Tbe  people  who  fat  in 
darinefss  He.  he  ikys  *,  *'  The  Nazarenes,  whofe  opinion  I 
**'  have  formerly  mentioned,  endeavour  to  explain  this  place 
<<  in  the  following  manner  :  *  Upon  the  coming  of  Chrift^ 

<  and  ihining  of  the  light  of  the  gofpel,  the  lands  of  2Labuloiii 

Ha  'and 

•  Csterum  Nazareni  loctim  iilam  ita  ediflerant :  Cam  dizerint  lA 
tes  Scribs  et  PhariftBi,  ut  «os  audiatis  qui  omnia  ventrit  cfufit  £M:iunt ;  ct 
In  morem  noagorum  ftridunt  in  incantationibus  fuis,  ut  vos  decipiant;  hoc 
eis  refpondere  dcbetis:  Non  minim  fi  vos  veftras  traditiones  fcquamini; 
^m  onaqutf  que  gens  fna  confulat  idola.  J£rgo  et  not  a  Tobis  mortuis  dft 
▼iventibtis  confttlcrc  non  debemus ;  magis  nobis  Deus  legem  dedit,  et  te» 
ftimonia  fcriptnrarom ;  quae  fi  fcqui  nolueritis^  oon  hidMbitis  lucem ;  fed 
ihnper  caligo  yos  opprimet;  qu«  tranfibit  per  terram  Teftram  «tqii« 
dodrinam  :  at  ctim  decepti  a  vobis  fe  in  crrore  pedpc^crint.  et  foftinert 
hmtm  veritatis,  tone  contriftentur,  fc9^  irafcantar;  et  maledicant  vobif|^ 
qnos  quafi  deos  fo6s  et  reges  putabant.  £t  fruftra  ad  cflilum  terramqiift 
icTpiciant  $  cum  Temper  in  tenebm  fint;  et  ium  pgffint  dt  Teftrit  avvUm 
infidiis.    In  £iai.  viuu  x9«-^a. 
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^  find  NflphtaK  were  firft  delivered  froU  die  erroto  of  tlie 
^  Scribes  and  Pbftrilees-'i  andftdok  oflTfiram  their  necks  the 
^  very  oppreffive  yoke  of  Jewiih  traditidhs  *•" 

'They  alfo  meet  widi  die  ▼otoriea  of  ti^titon  it^diat 
pf^phecy ;  Tbfi  ierriSle  one  is  hnmght  id  nimgit^  and  the 
Jtomer  is  etmfumedy  and  all  that  watch  fir  tmqnitjr  ate  cat 
off;  vAo  mate  a.man  an  offknderfira  nvord^  f^c.  ^  Whit 
^^e'undeHbind/'  £178  Jerom,  ^  of  the  Devil  and  tA  Ad- 
^  gels,  the  Kazarenes  confiderasdireded  againftthe  Scribe 
**"  and  PharileeSy  becaole  the  teachers  of  tradititMis  are  ironght 
*^  ^to' nought f  who  forinerlj  dieceived  the  pe<f>le  bj  their  eze- 
'^ctabk  traditions,  and  watctifed  day  and  night -fin  defliK>y-, 
^  iAg  the  fimple';  who*^fflade  men  to  fin  in  die  Word  df  OoAf 
^  that  diey  mi^t  deny  CUrift  thr,  S6n  of  God  f ." 

I  have  fnlly  quoted  tliieifc  di&rent  paflages  toncennng 
the  zeal  of  die  Nazarenes  againft  the  Scribed  and  Pharileefy 
becaofe  they  exhibit  a  ftriking  feature  in  tbe  cSianider  of 
the  fenher,  wKich,  as-fiw  as  I  know,  has  hot  been  ob&nred 
in  later  dmes. 

Thefe  extrads  dirow  confiderable  light  on  what  Jerom 
fiiys  of  the  Nazarenes,  in  that  paflage  which  has  been  fb 
much  difputed  :  Et  a  Pharifaeis  nunc  ufque  damnatnn  Not 
umply,  '^  now  condemned  by  the  Pharifees  ;"  as  Dr  P.  ren- 
ders iL  For  the  ezpreffion  alfo  implies,  that  they  had  all 
ahng  condemned  thenu    It  is  a  fingular  circmnftance,  that 

Jerom 

*  KaztrflBi,  qnorom  o|miioti€in  fnprt  pofai,  bone  locum  iu  eipUnare  c»> 
nantnr :  Adveoiente  Chrifto  et  pnedictuone  illiiis  corruicante ;  primt 
ferre  Ztbolon,  et  tern  Ncptalim,  Scribtrum  et  Pharifsonim  eft  erroribuf 
liberttt ;  et  graYiffiomm  tradidonnin  Jodjuctram  jogam  ejuroffit  de  cer- 
^kibos  fuit.    In  £(ti.  ix.  i,  2. 

f  Que  not  fuper  diabolo  et  tngelis  ejus  intellezimus,  Nannei  contra 
ScrJiMict  Pharifaoi^idU  trbitrantur,  qaod  defecerint  Uvrtfortu,  qui 
prial  iiludebant  popub  traditionibui  peflimif ;  et  ad  decipiendot  fimplices 
die  najiuqueyigilabant;  qui  percare  fiiciebant  bomines  in  Tcrbo  Dei,  ut 
Gbriftuffl  Oci  filiom  neftreut.    In  £(ti.  uix.  10.  21. 


4i 


Chap.  V«  Mci  the  fame  Eeopky  i  ly 

Jerom  fhoald  mention  the  Pharifees  in  particular,  as  dius 
teftifyiag  their  hatred  of  theNazarenes;  and  without  know& 
ing  their  fentiments  concerning  the  Fharifeesy  we  ihoidd.fae 
ape  to  ooachide  that  this  had  been  written  at'  random.  But 
thef€  had  been  an  liereditarj  averfion  on  both  fides.  Ther6» 
fore,  the  Fhazi&es  \Voald  naturally  fingle  out  the  Nazac^' 
renes  £rom  othe^  Chrlftiansy  as  .the  objeds  of  their  refi^t-> 
ment«  On  the  other  hand,  we  may  lup|)oie':  that  l3ut$t 
wodd  be  partial  to  the  ^E^bionites,  who.  were  as  much  ilt' 
bached  to  fame  of  the  tradltidns  as  themfelves;  -c^ 

With*  this  account  that  of  Epiphanius  correfponds.  For 
even  wlnle  he  fays  diat  "  the  Nazarenes  are  rather  Jews 
than  any  thing  elie/'  he  adds ;  ^  $ut  they  are  inveterate 
enemies  to  the  Jews.  For  the  defcendants  of  the  Jews 
^  not  only  hate  them,  but  thrice  a-day,  at  morning,  noon 
^  and  evening,  when  engaged  in  prayer  in  their  fynagogues, 
^*  they  load  them  with  curfes,  {aying  that  God  curfes  the 
^^  Nazarenes  *.**  If  Epiphanius  fuppofed  that  thefe  curf^ 
were  confined  to  this  particular  fed,  he  was  certainly  miliar 
ken.  For  Jerom  fpeaks  of  the  Jews  curfing  ChrifUans  in 
general,  thrice  a  day,  under  the  name  of  Nas&arenes  f •  But 
fr(Hn  what  the  lame  writer  fays  of  ^e  Pharifees,  as  con^ 
demning  the  fed  which  peculiarly,  bore  this  name,  taken^in 
connexion  with  what  is  afierted  by  Epiphanius,  it  may  be 
inferred  that,  while  they  extended  their  anathetaas  to  all 
Chrifiians,  they  particularly  marked  out  the  Nazarepes. 
Though  thefe  ancient  writers  had  not  fpoken  fo  expreisiy, 

H3  ;  ,it 

*  iM^atoi  fcaXK«v,  xai  v^f v  rrtpev*  vavv  ^e  •  vroi  t^^^ot  roif  lufaiMC 
vTa^XWtV  »»  /A0V99  yaf  91  rot  iH^atav  leai^tc  rpo;  rnrvi  x(icrwvr«i  ji-. if o<^ 
uMm  aurccfitwt  «a'o0fv,  xat  fiftrm  nfd.tfaf.  xcri  teifi  Tin  frr»p«rv>  rpi<  rvc 
iifitpecf  crc  iv>^«t(  trirfKinrtv  fv  rati  mvrov  ffwayaya$(t  trapuvrett  avT9tf4 
«•!  ava%sfAart^}t<ri,  favMvre^,  ort  urtxttTetpacm  9  Bf9f  f  «f  Ncefojp«ittV, 
Haer.  29.  le^.  9. 

t  2a£iiu.  V.  17.  xlix.  5.  lii.  4/        •  ^ 
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it  mifltit  natnrally  faave  been  fi^pofed  that  they  wookl 
efpeciallj  hate  then^;  not  merely  as  ^poftates,  bot  as  the 
keeoeft  enemies  of  their  traditions. 

It  18  granted  on  all  hands,  that  the  Ebionites  rejeAed 
I^iil.  This  was  well  known  tp  Jerom*  *^  The  Ebionites/- 
ke  &ys,  f*  while  they  receive  the  Other  Apofilet,  rejed 
'*  Paul  as  a  tranfgreflbr  c^  the  law  *J'  He  was  equally  af- 
fined that  tile  Nazarenes  acknowledged  him.  For  in  ^- 
^g  their  view  of  the  prophecy,  concerning  the  diflbfion 
of  the  gofpel  through  the  land  pf  Zabolon  and  Naphtali, 
formerly  quoted,  he  adds,  as  a  continuation  of  it  :^  **  Bat 
f*  afterwards,  by  the  gofpel  of  the  Apoftle  Paul,  who  was 
**  the  laft  of  all  the  ApofUes,  the  preaching  was  iacrea£ed 
f*  and  multiplied^  and  the  gofpel  of  Chrift  difiufed  its 
f^fplendor  through  the  boundaries  of  the  nations,  and 
**  through  all  the  fea-coafls.  In  fine,  the  whole  world, 
^*  which  formerly  walked  or  fat  in  darkneis,  and  was  held 
*'  captive  in  the  JEetters  of  idolatry  and  death,  hath  beheld 
•*  the  glorious  light  of  the  gofpel  +."  This  is  the  counter- 
part of  what  they  had  faid  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharifees. 
Can  any  reafonable  perfon  fuppofe,  that  Jerom  believed 
thefe  to  be  the  fame  with  thofe  who  M  reje&ed  Paul  as  a 
f*  tranfgreflbr  of  the  law  ?" 

It  may  be  obferved  that,* in  thb  place,  Jerom  mentions  Ht* 
^  "       *  brews 

*  Hebionitas,  qui  cnm  czteros  recipiant  apoftolos,  Paulum  quafi 

tranrgreflbrem  legts  repudiant.    In  Mat.  zii.  i. 

f  Naiarzi,  Sec. />rima  terra  Zabulon,  et  terra  Neptalim,  Scribt- 

mm  et  Pharifvoruni  e$  erroribus  Uberata :  et  graviSmom  trm4itionani 
Jndaicarum  jugum  excuffit  de  cervicibus  fuis.  fofita  autem  per  evange- 
lium  apoftoU  Pauli,  qui  noviffimus  apoftolorum  omniam  fuit,  ingravat^ 
f  ft»  id  eft.  multiplicata  prsdicatio :  et  in  terminoi  gentium  et  viam  uni- 
yerfi  maris  Cbrifti  evapgelium  fplenduiL  Denique  omnis  orbis  qui  ant^ 
ambolabat  vel  fedebat  in  tenehris,  et  idololatriz  ac  moriis  vinculis  (en^ 

Vatiur,  clanim  evangelii  lumen  alpexit.    In  £fai.  i^.  x. 

k>.>  •   .  .  •     -  .... 


C3iap.  Y.  nBi  the /ami  People,  119 

brews  beUeving  in  Chrift,  as  diftind  from  the  Nazarenes  *• 
Moft  probably  he  means  thofe  who  had  renounced  the  bon- 
dage of  the  law,  and  who,  although  in  a  ftate  of  fellowfliip 
with  Gentiles,  were  known  to  be  of  the  Hebrew  race.  Thej 
were  not  Nazarenes,  for  Jerom  not  only  diftinguiflies  the 
one  from  the  other,  but.  their  view  of  the  pafiage  is  very 
dijflferent  from  that  of  the  Nazarenes,  which  is  imme* 
lately  Ibbjoioed.  I  cannot  think  that  they  were  £bio« 
nited.  jFor  Jerom  every  where  elfe  defigns  thefe  heretics 
in  qoite  another  way*  This  paflage,  at  any  rate,  aSb^ds  an 
incontrovertible  proof  that  he  knew  at  le^  two  daffes  ^ 
HebxcwB  profeffiag  Chriftianity. 


SECTION     II. 


HefleRians  concerning  the  Na%arenes.     Of  this  heing  ufed 

as  a  peculiar  name. 


I 


T  is  evideni.t,  from  the  faiftory  of  the  Ads  of  the  Apoflles, 
that  the  unbelieving  Jews  contemptuonfly  beftowed  the 
nanxe  of  Nazai^enes  on  all  Chrifiians,  in  allufion  to  the 
pbMce  where  they  fiippo&d  that  our  Saviour  was  bom.  Jt 
wasin4Ximmon  ufe  with. them,  when  Tertullian  wrote. 
In  the  time  of  Agobard,  they  daily  curfed  the  Chrifiians 
under  this  name.  Nay,  it  fcems  to  be  flill  retained  by 
them.  For,  it  is  (aid,  that  "  there  is  nothing  to  this  day 
^  more   common  than  to  call  Jefus  by  the  title  of  the 

H  4  *^  Not%fi 

*  Hebnei  credentet  ift  Chriftnm,  hmic  locum  itaediflcrant:  Primo 
iempoKc  hac  dno  tribas«  &c.    Ibid# 
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f^  Not%ri  (f .  i*  Nazareiie),  and*  his  foltowen  Noisurim^  or 
f  *  Nasiormes  +." 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  firft  Chriftiaus,  whedief 
of  Jewiih  dr  Gentile  origin,  took  this  name  to  thjemlelvefl. 
They  might  confider  it  as  reprOacbfnly  becaafe  it  proceeded 
pn  a  falfe  fuppofition.  Though,  in  addreffiag  the  Jews, 
they  often  fpoke  of  Jefus  in  that  i^ery  langoage  lifcd  by 
them,  and  infcribed  on  his  crofs,  as  tedifying  diat  they 
were  not  aihamed  of  it }  yet  it  feems  tp  haye  been  fheur 
v/i(h  to  be  defigned  from  the  name  of  their  maftcr,  ratfaet 
than  from  that  of  the  pkce  where  he'  was  fidfel j  Hud  to 
have  been  born.  Thus,  although  all  the  writers  of  the 
New  Teftament  were  Jews,  we  have  no  example  of  their 
acknowledging  this  appellation  :  nor  is  there  any  inftance 
of  it  in  their  difcourfes  recorded  in  the  Ads.  Even  when 
writing  to  believing  Hebrews,  they  call  them  CbriftioMS^ 
I  Pet.  iv.  1 6.  Jam.  ii.  7. 

There  is  no  reafon  to  think  that  any  particular  body  of 
Chriftians  were  diftinguifbed  by  the  name  of  Nazaren'es  be« 
fore  the  publication  of  Adrian's  Edi^l  again^  the  Jews.  Great 
darknefs,  it  mufl  be  acknowledged,  overclouds  the  origin  of 
this  name,  as  peculiar  to  one  body  of  believing  Hebrews. 
I  have  fometimes  been  inclined  to  think,  that  it  might  be 
given  them  by  their  brethren  who  renounced  the  obhga- 
tion  of  the  law ;  and  that  thus  they  might  endeavour  to 
diftinguiih  themlielves  &om  thofe  who  adhered  to  it,  left  the 
Romans  ihould  itill  confide^  them  as  diiregarding  the  im- 
perial edi£l.     It  has  appeared  favbiu^ble  to  this  fuppofition, 
that  the  Hebrew  Chriftians,  who  renounced  the  law,  muft 
ha\e  known  that  this  term  had  a  double  meaning  ;  that  it 
mijE^ht  not  only  be  viewed  as  refening  to  the  fuppofed  place 
pf  our  Saviour's  nativity,  but  as  fignitying  feparation  at 
purity^  whether   real  or  pretended,  and  that  they  might 

confider 

\  Kidder's  Demonftrat.  Firt.  2.  c.  3. 


Chap.  V.  ii^  'Ntmareneu  12 1 

confider  its  peetdiay  meaning  as  a  fiifficient  rea£bn  for  affix- 
ing tJiie  name  to  thoie  who,  from  pretended  purity  and  ill« 
grounded  zeal,  {eparated  from  their  Chnftian.  brethren. 

But  iqnm  the  moft  mature  deliberation  I  am  capable  of, 
it  s^ipears  more  natural  to  fuppofe  that  they  took,  this  name 
to  tfaemfldves.  The  tjeftimony  of  Epiphanins,  the  firft  wri- 
ter who  particularly  mentions  them,  is  expreis  to  this  pir* 
po£e.  He  declares  this  no  leis  than  three  diffirrent  times* 
If  we  receKFe  his  teftimony  as  at  all  fufficient  (m  the  fub* 
jed,  we  axe  not  juftifiable  in  rejeding  it  in  this  inftance, 
witboiitVuch  reafons  as  clearly  prove  that  it  ought  not  to  be 
receiyed.  Tlus  is  not  the  cafe  here.  For  his  account  of  mat- 
ters is  liable  to  lefs  objedion  than  any  hypothefis  that  can 
be  fubfiitttted  in  its  place.  ''  Thefe  indeed,"  fays  that  wri- 
ter, **  have  not  taken  to  themfdves  the  nani'e  of  Chrift, 
^  npr  the  name  of  Jefus,  but  of  Nazarenes.  For  at  that 
^  time  all  Gbriftians  were  called  Nazarenes  *, — ^knowing 
^'  that— he  was  criled  in  the  Grofpel  ^efus  of  Na%areth^ 
<'  as  the  apo(Ues  alfo  fpeak,  ^^i  of  Noi&aretb^  a  man  ap* 
^^  pnmidi  iSc.  they  impofed  on  themfelves  the  name  of 
^  Nofiarenes^  not  of  Nazarites^  which  term  fignifiev  bofy 
^^ perfons \.**  And  again;  <*  But  thefe  heretics,  omitting 
^'  the  name  of  Jefus,  haye  not  called  themfelves  JefFeans, 
'^  nor  han^  they  retained  the  name  of  the  Jews,  nor  have 
^'  they  defigned  themfelves  Chrifdans,  but  Nazarenes,  from 
^<  the  name  of  that  place  called  Nazareth  (." 

K 

^  Ocrr#»  ytt^  lawin  •pofwi  i xtdivro  tf^i  X{<rir,  MMt  «vto  to  ov«/M( 
Ttf  hm^  a^A«  Noe^tf^Awy*  jc^  vttrrii  h  X(<r¥0»oi  Na^tf{Jtfo»  rort  •irmv* 
riq  fMiXiryre.     flaer.  29*  f.  1% 

itUf  tfgt^  ot  A^rtfoAoi  fW0'<»,  In^«v  t«v  N«{4V^«i«y  ufi^m  avoMiiyfAC- 
rtf  TUTt  ro  Q99fta  tvntBtiztn*  mvron,   re  tiaXu^en  ff^^tt^eufiff 

aX'  h  N«{»^itf(,  TO  t^finHvofinof  nyiao-fittef*     Ibid.  f.  5* 
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If  we  fuppole  that  diey  took  this  A^me-entireljrfioni 
choice,  thej  might  prefer  it  to  that  of  CbrtftianSf  becanfe 
the  J  knew  that  their  conforming  brethren  chofe  to  be  thai 
denominated*  By  calling  themielves  Nazarenes»  bj  iqipro- 
priating  a  name  not  hitherto  admowledsed,  diej  mi^ 
wifli  to  diftinguiih  themfelves  from  tfaoie  whom  diejwouU 
npdoubtedlj  confider  aa  apoftates  from  the  law.  AUxxigh 
given  aa  a  term  of  reproach  by  the  Jew8»  tkej  mi(^  tMk 
to  confider  it  in  0us  light,  becauie  their  mailer  had  been 
called  Jef^s  of.  Nas&aretb.  Thig,  indeed,  is  the  reafion  A 
figned  for  their  condud  by  Epipbanius-  Befides,  this  nains 
would  be  already  familiarized  to  themt  98  they  had  hitherr 
to  received  no  other  from  the  Jews. 

Although  we  (hould  underftand  the  language  of  £pi^ia> 
^ius  lefs  ftri&ly ,  and  fuppofe  that  in  taking  this  name  diey  dii 
not  ad  quite  voluntarily,  they  might  account  it  the  wifeft 
plan  to  make  a  virtue  of  neceiEty.  As  the  Jews  had  fill 
called  them,  in  common  with  oth^r  Cbnftians,  by  this  naae, 
they  would  not  exped  to  receive  any  other  from  them,  st 
tbough  this  h^d  been  their  "(iri/h.  *  Epiphaniu^,  indeed,  in  the 
paflage  firft  quoted,  feems  to  infinuate  that  this  confideradon 
was  of  weight  with  them.  They  could  have  lefe  reafon  to  ex- 
pe&  a  change  of  name,  though  they  had  inclined  it,  than  ei- 
ther thofe  Hebrews  who  had  forfaken  the  law,  or  Gentile  be* 
Ijeyers.  For  they  were  more  intermingled  with  unbelie- 
ving Jews.  Even  fo  late  as  the  time  of  Jerom,  they  were 
difperfed  through  all  the  fynagogues  of  the  Eaft.  By  this 
expreffion,  he  could  not  mean  that  they  were  membeis  of 
tl^e  fynagpgue-  For  he  informs  us,  in  the  lame  place,  th^t 
they  had  an  appellation  which  fignified  the  very  reverfr. 
They  were  called  Minim^  which  as  Dr  P.  obfrrves,  figni- 

fits 
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I«9Vy  tnt  Ii^^aiiff  tmvrwi  Kfi»Xi»KS0tVy  m  r^v  Ittimtm  tfjtufwt  t;^*'TK 
«Mro  UK  TV  T#Tif  Vif  Nn^M^ir  tvtffvf^Mf.     Ibid.  £  7. 
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iSes  fe&ariis*    They  were  alfo  IHIl  anathemadzed  by  the 

Pharifees.  '  Theiice,  as.  we  have  feen,  it  may  be.in&rre^ 

that  the  unbelieving  Jews  viewed  thofe  Nazarenes  with 

greater  hatred  than  the  Ebionites.     A  fiifficient  reaibn  fyt 

this  would  be  their  p^tfuafion  of  the  deity  of  One  whom 

they  had  cmcifiedf    But  the  hatred  of  the  Pharifees  nmft 

bave  been  greatly  increafed  by  the  inveteracy  of  the  Naza- 

cenes  agaipft  their  beloved  traditions. 

Toland  has  pretended  that,  after  the  empu^  became 
Chriftiany  tiie  Jews,  afraid  of  £dling  imder  the  lafh  of  the 
civil  power  for  their  imprecations  againft  the  Chriftians  in 
general,  impaled  upon  Jercmiy  by  telling  him  that  they 
meant  only  a  is&  of  their  own,  called  Nazarenes  or  Mi« 
naeans*.  But  thb  invention  carries  its  own  confutation 
along  with  it.  It  is,  indeed,  true  that  they  curfed  all  the 
ChriSians.  But  this  ivill  not  prove,  that  they  did  not  dif* 
tingniih  Ao^  who  might  be  moft  offeniive  to  them,  by  the 
fappofed  impiety  of  their  dodrine  concerning  Chrift  as  the 
Son  of  God,  as  well  as  by  their  opprobrious  reje&ion  of 
tradition ;  and  whole  vicinity  would  be  sui  additional  ex- 
citement to  peculiar  bitterneis.  Their  drcumcifion  would 
be  acoonnted  worie  than  uncircumcifion.  For  they  would 
reckon  their  oUervation  of  the  law  an  infult  to  it ;  whiles 
in  their  apprehedfion,  t^ey  blafphemed  the  lawgiver,  by 
deifying  a  man.  Tl^ere  is  no  reafon  to  fuppofe,  that*  Je« 
rom  would  be  thus  impofed  on.  He  knew  abundantly  well, 
as  has  been  already  £?en,  that  they  gave  this  name  to  Chri"* 
ftiaas  in  general,  and  that  they  curfed  them  aU. 

In  this  manner  might  they  have  impofed  on  Toland,  or, 
on  fome  of  his  refpedfiil  followers.  But  Jerom  could  not 
have  been  their  dupe.  He  wa^  certainly  better  acquainted 
with  Hebrew  than  any  of  the  ancient  Chdftian  writers : 
and,  according  to  the  judgment  of  Eralmus,  w«8  by  fid:  the 

*  Hioft 

f  Nazax^Qs  ap.  Molb.  Vmdjc.  p.  163, 
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mod  leafiied  of  them  all  *.  His  knowledge  of  llie  origii 
appears  from  what  rctsmns  of  his  Terfion  of  the  Old  TcA»- 
ment.  So  veriant  was  he  even  in  that  dialeft,  in  whkh  dK 
Ac  Gofpel  of  Matthew  was  written,  as  ^ifed  liy  the  He- 
brews, that  he  tranflated  it*  He  was  well  acquainted  widi 
Hebrews  of  every  defcription.  Jerom  wonld  have  beca 
the  laft  of  all  the  fathers  to  have  fwallowed  fiicb  a  decep- 
tion. Dr  P.  obferves  that  the  term  mineih  from  the  fie- 
^  brew  Q^3Df  mimm^  which-— is  that  by  whidi  the  Jews,  ii 
'*  all  their  writings,  diftingniih  the  Ghrifiians  f^'  Fiom*d» 
account  given  by  the  Jews  themfelves  of  the  meaabg  of 
this  name,  it  is  evident  that  they  have  not  merely  extended 
it  to  Chriftians  in  general^  but  to  heathens,  efpeciaSiy  to  die 
Epicureans.  But  it  is  equally  evident,  that  they  have  ef^ 
pecially  pointed  it  againft  thofe  who  acknowledge  die  Dei- 
ty of  Chrift.  For  they  number  five  clalTes  to  whidi  dk 
name  belongs*  The  firft  confifls  of  thofe  who  deny  dot 
there  is  a  God,  and  a  Governor  of  the  world-  The  odicr 
four  arc  formed  by  thofe  who  affert  the  Deity  of  Chrift ; 
**  who  maintain  that  the  Governor  of  the  world  is  not  one, 
"  but  t7{0  and  more  ;  or  that  there  is  but  one  Lord  of  the 
<'  world,  but  that  he  aifumed  a  body,  and  is  poflefled  of  t 
"  human  form  ;  or  that  this  only  Lord  is  not  the  firft,  and 
**  the  creator  of  all  things ;  or  who  worfhip  another  God 
''  befide  him,  that  .he  may  be  a  mediator  between  them  and 
'*  the  Lord  of  all  J."     There  is  not  the  moft  diftant  infinua- 

tioQ 

*  Eptft.  lib.  5.  ep.  19.  apud.  Care  Hi(t  Literar.  toI.  i.  p.  2x9. 

f  Vol.  iii.  p.  176. 

I  Quinque  itiot  q«i  voctntur  Minim  (hcretici)  ;  nempe,  i .  qui  nept 
«A  Df  uiu,  et  gubematorem  uniTerfi,  1.  qui  dicit  efle  gubernatorem  mua- 
dif  at  non  unttin  lulum*  fed  duoi  et  plures,  3.  qui  dicit  dari  unum  taa- 
funi  rtram  Manhim  Douiinnro,  ied  illora  aflumfitre  corpus,  atqoe  efle  ex* 
lefoa  ftfkili  ^ectt  prsditaai,  4  qui  dicit  cam  (blom  non  cfle  pfimaa, 
ft  eriitoreni  omnwMHi  depk|uc.  5.  qui  colit  Deum  alium  praetrr  ipfuio, 
ut  fit  mediator  uittr  ipAim  aique  Dominum  univ^erfi.  Quilibet  boma 
'^ocatur  Min,  bacrcticus.  MaimoBid.  Hiich.  Avoda  Sara,  p.  277. 
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tSofii  that  the  Jew6  tztended  the  chara€terof  hentict  to 
tfafrfe  -who  held  the  doSruie  of  E^ion ;  notwithftanding  aU 
the  particcilaiitj  ofed  in  diilinguiihing.  the  friends  of  the 
Deity  of  Chrift  into  fo  many  clafl*e8. 

The  great  ohjedidn'  to  the  appropriation  of  die  name  <£ 
Nkzarenes  to  one  ieft  of  Hebtew  Chriflians,  is  founded  on  the 
fieiice  of  every  writer,  with  refpeft  to  this  circumftanoe^ 
before  Epiphanins.  But  many  of  the  produdions.  of  the  pe* 
xiod  intervening  between  their  formation  as  a  diftinft  body 
and  the  appropriation  of  this  name,  have  £allen  a  iacrifice  to 
the-  ravage?  of 'time.    After  Irenaeus,  he  is  alfo  the  firft  wri- 
ter extant,  who  profeflediy  treats  of  the  diffisrent  herefies.  It 
may  well  be  fuppofed  that;  for  a  confiderable  time,  this^ 
defignation  was.  topi<^  -,  efpecially^as  thefe  Chrifiians  had 
so  intercoorfe  with  their  Hebrew  brethren  who  had  for- 
&ken  the  hw,  nor,  as  &r  as  we  know,  with  Gentile  belie- 
vers.    Although  thb  intercourfe  had  been  agreeable  to 
them,  their  fituation  would  have  greatly  prevented  it  ^  aa 
they  had  their  principal  feat  on  the  borders  of  the  deCsrt 
Arabia.    It  is  alfo  probable,  that  they  were  not  numerous* 
The  fame  name  being  given  by  unbelieving  Jews  to 
Chriftians  in  g^eral,  its  peculiar  fenfe  might  more  xeadiljr 
pais  unnoticed,  efpeciaUy  with  Gentile  writers.     They 
would  neceflarily  be  better  acquainted  with  the  EbioniteSt 
the  groilnels  of  their  dodrine  attrafting^  more  attendoii. 
Some  Gentiles^  alfo,  in  diSerent  periods,  adopted  their  im* 
piety  concerning  Chrift*      This  would  put  the  churches 
more  on  their  guard  againft  them.   The  Grentiles,  knowings 
that  the  Ebionkes,  with  whoie  principles  they  were  bcft 
acquainted,  rigidly  adhered  to  the  law,  mi^t,  without  fii£- 
ficient  enquiry,  conclude  that  aU  who  did  ib  agreed  with 
them  in  the  reft  of  their  errors. 

But  although  the  Nazarenes  had  been  early  known  to 
Gentile  writers,  there  was  £Eiri  le(s  occafion  to  refer  to  diedi 

thaa 
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than  to  the  Ebionites,  becaule  they  do  not  feern  to  havt 
been  diftinguiihed  from  other  Chrifiians  bj  any  other  doc- 
trine than  that  concerning  the  law  of  Moles.  As  there  never 
was  a  Gentile  fed  that  urged  the  obfervation  of  this,  there 
was  no  occafion  to  appeal  to  the  Nazarenes.  The  diSiereot 
verfions  of  the  Old  Teftament  by  learned '  Ebionifies,  or 
thofe  accounted  fuch,  would  Ukewife  make  thaf  pvty  bet* 
ter  known. 

For  fome  time  after  their  feparation,  they  might  not  be 
generally  denominated  heretics,  either  by  believers  of  dieir 
own  nation  or  by  Gentiles.  Although  Juftin  ieeou  tOjde- 
icribe  the  Nazarenes,  in  his  Diriogue  with  Trypho,  tliis 
of  their  diftindive  name  being  applied  by  unbelieviag 
Jewa  to  Chriftians  in  general,  might  be  a  fufficient  reaioB 
with  him  for  not  ufing  it,  when  addreffing  an  onbelienog 
Jew.  It  is  Dr  P.'s  opinion  that  Juftin  fpeaks  of  the  £* 
bionites'  with  refpeB.  But  according  to  the  principles  of 
that  ancient  writer,  th^re  is  far  more  reaibn  for  fuppofinj^ 
that  he  would  be  aSuated  by  motives  of  regard  and  ten- 
demefs  towards  the  Nazarenes,  who  agreed  with  him  ia 
fundamental  dodrines ;  and  that  he  would  not  wiih  to 
ftigmatize  them  as  heretics,  by  giving  them  a  peculiar 
name ;  as  he  might  hope  that  time  would  convince  them 
of  their  folly. 

Let  us  even  fuppofe,  that  both  the  believing  Hebrews, 
who  renounced  the  law,  and  Gentile  Chriftians  were  pro> 
voked  at  their  obftinacy,  it  is  not  probable  that  they  would, 
for  a  confiderable  time,  call  them  Na%arenes.  For  it  verj 
rarely  happens  that  the  opponents  of  feparatifis  agree  togi^ 
them  that  name  which  they  choofe  for  themfelves.  At 
firft,  efpecially  if  all  hopes  of  a  reconciliation  are  gone, 
they  generally  give  them  a  name  expreflive  of  contempt 
or  diflike.  It  is  not  till  they  view  their  principles  and  coo- 
duA  with  more  cooloelk  than  is  commonly  dilcovered  at 
a  firft. 
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firft,  that  they  begin  to  diftinguiih  them  by  that  name 
which  they  have  taken  to  themfelves.  It  was  far  more  na-» 
tural  for  other  ChrifUans,  when  they  confidered  the  Naza* 
renes  as  obftinate  in  their  error,  to  clab  them  with  Ebion- 
ites ;  becaofie  the  name  given  to  this  fed  was  expref&ve  of 
contempt ;  whether  it  was  underftood  as  derived  from  a 
particular  her^c,  or  as  denoting  foiferty.  It  would  pre« 
vent  other  Chriftians  from  calling  thefe  feparatifts  Naza» 
reneSf  eves  after  it  was  known  that  they  thus  difttnguifhed 
themfelves,  that  they  feem  to  have  cjaimed  this  name  as 
the  proper  defcendants  of  the  firft  who  bore  it.  Others 
would  therefore  refufe  to  give  it,  left  they  fhbuld  appea^ 
to  acknowledge  the  juftnefi  of  their  pretenfions,  to  their 
owaexdufiox^. 

Dr  P.  fupplies  us  with  another  idea  in  confirmation 
#f  this  hypotheiis.  Speaking  of  the  name  Nazartnes^ 
which  he  wiihe%  to  be  underftood  as  peculiarly  applicable 
by  unbelieving  Jews  to  believers  of  that  nation,  he  fays ; 
'*It  was  not  fb  natural  that  this  fliould  be  adopted  by 
^  the  Gentile  Chriftians,  becaufe  they  had  been  ufcd  to  re« 
'*  gard  that  appellation  with  more  refped.  When,  tbere- 
^  fore,  they  came  to  diftinguifli  themfelves  from  the  Jewi(h 
**  Chriftians,  and  to  diflike  their  tenets,  it  v^ras  natural  for 
^  them  to  adopt  fome  other  appellation  than  that  of  Na%a- 
^  renes ;  and  the  term  Ebiomtes^^-eqiidMy  anfw^red  their 
"  purpofe  *''*  He  aflerts,  indeed,  that  the  latter  name  was 
«  alfo  given  them  by  their  unbelieviag  brethren."  But 
he  will  find  it  diflBcult  to  prove  this.  It  is  not  impro- 
bable that  they  would  eventually  apply  it  to  thofe  who  de- 
nied the  deity  of  Chrift,  knowing  that  they  were  thus  de- 
nominated by  other  Chriftians ;  efpecially  as  it  is  faid  Uiat 
they  make  mention  of  Ebion  in  their  Talmud. 

Epiphanios,  the  firft  who  acknowledges  the  Nazarenes 
by  the  name  which  they  afiumcd,  was  a  Jew  by  birt&  and 

education, 
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education,  add  lived  in  the  vicinity  of  their  principiJ  feat. 
He  has  evidently  paid  more  attention  to  them  than  tny 
preceding  writer,  who&  works  are  known  to  us*  AUhoiigh 
not  thoroughly  informed  en  the  fnbjeA,  his  diftingiiifliiDg  I 
them  bj  a  particular  name,  and  afortbing  principleB  to 
them,  di£ferent  from  thofe  profefTed  bj  the  Ebtonites, 
would  naturally  excite  greater  attention  in  fucceeding  wri- 
ters. ;  By  the  time  that  he  wrote,  indeed,  the  name  feems 
to  have  been  confirmed  to  them  by  common  confent;  For 
we  have  feen  that  Jerom,  his  cotemporary,  frequently  n(es 
it,  as  a  diftinftive  appellation  generally  known:.  In  die 
ikme  manner  is  it  ufed  by  Auftin. 

Other  Chriftians  then  gave  them  this  name  without  any 
fcruple ;  the  reafons  for  refufing  it  at  firft  being  forgotten, 
or  having  loft  their  influence.  It  alfo  deferVes  out  notice, 
that  although  Jerom  and  Auftin  were  acquainted  with  the 
work  of  Epiphanius  concerning  herefies,  they  both  fpeak 
with  certainty  as  to  that  point  about  which  he  exprefles  his 
hefitation.  He  honeftly  acknowledges  that  he  was  notinjbrmed 
as  to  this.  But  Jerom,  particularly,  not  only  a0erts  what 
he  did  know ;  but  leaves  the  reader  iadsfied  as  to  the 
grounds  of  his  knowledge. 

However,  though  the  name  of  Na%arenes  was  generallj 
given  to  one  body  of  Judaizing  Chriftians,  it  docs  not  feem 
to  have  been  extended,  even  in  Auftin's  time,  to  all  who 
claimed  it.  For  thofe  who  were  certainly  Ebionites,  arc 
pointed  out  by  him  as  only  calling  tbemfehes  Na%arents^ 
while  by  others  called  Symmacbiaris ;  whereas  he  lays  of 
thofe,  whom  he  particularly  diftinguifhes  from  Ebionites, 
that  they  were  commonly  called  Na%arenes,  Thofe  of  this 
feft,  who  lived  m  the  Eaft,  where  they  had  their  principal 
feat,  finding  that  the  name  of  Ebionites  was  fixed  on  them 
by  general  confent,  put  the  beft  face  on  it  poftible.  They 
made  a  merit  of  what  was  meant  as  a  reproach.     For  Epi- 
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pbsniiv  %P  \  ^*  They  glory  oathk  account,  edliftg  thcm« 
**  felvcf  f$ort  becwfe  they  fiiy  tbi^  in  the  tunes  of  the  A-' 
<<  poiUei  tbey  (oM  their  fuMance,  aod  kid  it  at  their  fBet, 
**  voteitarily  reducmg  themfelves  to  poverty :  and  there* 
**  fcrf,  ^K^ording  to  tb«ir  acooontof  matters,  they  by  all 
<«arecaB«4>09r*." 

But  it  would  feem  that  thofe  who  ftraggled  to  the  weft, 
where  tbty. might  fiifypofe  thitt  their  proper  name  would  be 
leis  funiliary  endeavosred  to  pais  for  Nazarcnes ;  conicioiis, 
perhaps  that;  the  name  of  ]£bioTUtes  neceflarily  implied 
their  derivaticm  from  t  particular  heretic*    Their  claim, 
however,  was  not  recognized.    Both  in  Africa  and  Italy, 
they  rvceivDd  the  name  ctf  SjfmmacUans.    Their  attach- 
ment to  the  verfioQ  of  Symmachus  was  well  known,  and 
tbey^moft  probably  <^ten  appealed  to  him  as  a  man  of  emi" 
mnc^  among  them.    Hence  it  was  natural  to  give  them 
his  naoif  •    This  defipiation  does  not  feem  to  have  faSid  its 
rife  kk  die  eaiL     For  it  is  not  mentioned  by  Epifrfia^ 
sius :  and  Auftm  flouriihed  fo  foon  after  him,  that,  had  it 
•orij^afced  there,  it  could  fcarcely  have  efcaped  the  an* 
^r  id  the  Pknarium.    But  in  the  weft,  theib  heretics  were 
not  fim]^y  difiinguiihed  from  Nazarenes  by  the  name  of 
-Symmirhiitna;  but  while  this  name  was  giTsn  them,  they 
were  fingkd  out  by  <me  trait  in  their  charaAer,  which,  it 
was  well  known,  could  never  apply  to  the  Nazarenes.  For 
Amfarole,  who,  in  a  pafiage  fiormerly  quoted,  calls  them 
Sjrmmaohiaas,  at  the  fitme  time  declares,  that  tbey  derived 
tbek  origin  from  the  Pbarijeiu 

Petavius  was  of  opmion  that  all  who  adhered  to  the  law 

were,  by  fome  writers,  in  a  more  general  fenfe  called  Ebio- 

nites  f  how  much  foever  they  differed  as  to  the  dodrine  of 

the  divinky  of  Cbrift  f .    Spencer  agrees  wkh  him  |.  The 
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leanfed  CTrotias  d'pdufes  tlie  £une  opinion.  ^  Origen/'  he 
£ijs^  '^  when  ifi  hid  dif^fote  againft  Celfiis  he  makes  two 
,^  kinds  of  Ebionite^  ufing  tile  name  more  largely,  de« 
'*  icribes  the  Nazsarenes,  as  would  leem,  under  the  former 
^  charader/'  Was.  as  confeffing  that  Chrift  was  bom  of  a 
virgin  *•  VoiEus  is  mentioned  as  adopting  the  fame  farjrpo- 
Acfisf* 

Although  Origen  dees  not  mention  the  Nazarenes,  he 
fpeaks  of  two  kinds  of  Ebionites.  **  Thefe  are  fame,''  he 
fitys,  ^^  who  receive  Chrift,  and  on  tlus  account  boaft  them- 
f  ^  iiBlyes^to  be  Chriftians  ;  bu(  they  ftiU  incline  to  live  acoord^ 
^  ing  to  the  Jewiflr  law,  like  the  great  body  of  the  Jews. 
'^  And  thefe  .are  Ebionites  of  two  kinds ;  either  oonSeffing 
^  that  Jefiis  was  bom  of  a  virgin,  in  the  fame  manner  with 
^*  us;  or  that  he  was  not  bom  in  this  way,  but  like  tht  reft 
<*  of  men  J." 

It  is  favourable  to  the  opinion  already  mentioned,  diat, 
while  Origen  gives-  na  other  name  than  that  of  EJnonites  to 
thofe  of  Jewifk  extraft  who  believed  in-  Chrift,  he  aiBgns 
no  other  reafon  for  the  name  than  their  attachment  to  the 
law.  He  is  the  firft  writer  who  feems  to  have  deviated 
from  the  original  fenfe  of  the  term  Ebionites^  as  fimply  fig- 
nifying  the  followers  of  Ebion.  Finding  that  the  naa^e  of 
this  heretic  had,  in  the  Hebrew  language,  a  meaning  cor- 
refpondent  to  his  dodrine,  it  fuited  the  genius  of  Origea 
to  make  a  hancUe  of  it.  Nay,  it  was  very  natural  for  him 
to  extend  the  deiignati<Mi  to  all  who*  agreed  with  Ebion  in 
his  beggarly  ideas  concerning  the  obligation  of  the  law ; 

to 

*  Origenes,  cum  duplicet  facit  Ebioosos,  in  difpotatione  contra  Cel- 
(bro,— EbionsBoram  nomine   laxius  abatens,  fub  priore  i(la  nota  Nan- 
neos,  ut  credibile  eft  defcribat.    Anaot.  in  Matth.  tp.  Poli  SynopT.  t«1^. 
iv.  p. '6,  7. 
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to  v^hich  he  odtifines  its  meaning.  It  was  a  later  improve- 
ment on  this  difcoverjr,  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
made  bef(^e  the  time  of  Eufebins,  to  apply  it  to  the  po- 
verty of  their  ideas  concerning  Chrift*  Had  Origen  beeH 
(atisfied  that,  in  this  fenfe,  it  could  have  b^en  extended  to 
all  the  EbioniteSy  it  is  by  no  means  fuppofable  that  he 
ivonld  have  overlooked  this  circmnftance.  -To  him  it  would 
have  been  a  &r  mor^  fertile  topic  than  their  Judaifm. 

It  is  moft  probable  that  it  was  about  his  time  that  other 
Hebrew  Chriftians,  believing  the  miraculous  conoeptiony 
conineded  themfelves,  in  fome  degree,  with  the  £bionites* 
For  be  is  the  firft  who  mentions  two  clafl*es  of  them; 
It  does  not  appear,  whether  he  was  acquainted  with  a 
circmnftance  particularly  mentioned  by  Eufebius,  and 
implied  in  what  is  faid  by  Epiphanius,  that  of  thofe 
who  conftituted  his  firft  clafs  being  formerly  quit6 
diftinA  fironi  the  Ebionites  properly  fo  called.  It  is,  hbw->. 
ever,  natural  enough  to  fuppofe  that  he  might  not  know 
whether  all  the  Hebrew  Chriftians,  adhering  to  the  law,  had 
conneded  themfelves  with  the  Ebionites,  or  what  facrifices 
they  made,  as  to  religious  principles,  in  forming  this  con* 
nexion*.  Dr  P.  indeed  quotes  a  paflage  from  Origen's 
Coninientary  on  Matthew,  in  which  he.  fpeaks  of  ^(^ 
Jews,  who  believe  that  Chrift  was  horn  of  a  virgin,  as  not 
believing  this,  **  with  the  theology  concerning  him  ♦."  Bt^ 
his  not  mentioning  this  in  his  work  againft  Celfus,  which 
was  later  than  the  other,  and  generally  accounted  the  moft 
accurate  of  all  his  works,  although  in  different  places  he 
mentions  both  clafles,  is  no  inconfiderable  poefumption  that 
he  was  not  fiilly  iatisfied  on  this  head ,  or,  at  leaft,  that  al* 
though  he  knew  that  fome  of  his  firft  clais  denied  diis  doc- 
trine, he  V12S  not  certain  if  this  was  the  cafe  widi  all  whom 
he  ieems  to  have  included  in  the  general  defignation  of  £- 

I  2  bionitesn 
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bionites.  His  fanguage,  indeed,  is  fcarcelj  ftcfa  ts  %  Triat- 
taiian  would  uie  in  defcribing  tho(e  who  believed  that  Jciiv 
was  a  mere  man :  ^  coo&ffing  that  Jefns  was  boto  of  a 
<^  virgin  in  the  fame  ma9rur  wki  us  *•"  Fw  it  waa  die 
fiuth  of  Origen  and  his  brethren,  that  Jefiis  was  fi  boni«f 
a  virgin  as  to  be  thus  manifefled  to  be  tmlj  aiid  pnqieily 
the  San  of  God.  His  language  is  ne^Ij  aUkd  to  diat  of 
Jerom,  in  defcribipg  the  Ns^zaren^ :— **  Whp  believe  in 
"  Chrift,  the  Son  of  Gc«i, — in  whom  we  olf^  h^Umt** 

Tboiie  Hebretvs  whp  believed  the  mir^culom  ronoeptioo 
might,  on  akxovmt  of'  their  nauoqal  relation,  die  poytoy 
of  thf  ir  underftaiidi^g  in  adhering  to  the  law,  their  vioiai- 
ty  to  thp  gresM:  bod  j  of  the  Ebionkes  in  P^rasa,  and  faae 
COQimunications  of  a  religious  kind,  receive  the  name  of 
Ebionites  in  a  laxer  fenie,  or  by  fome  be  seaUj  confimoded 
with  them.  But  this^  name  couid  not  with  pioprietj  q^j 
to  diem,  according  to  its  original  uie,  its  cooftant  iaide 
tm  the  time  of  Oiigen,  or  the  proper  principlea  of  dKit 
fed-  Foe  it  is  allowed  on  all  hands,  that  the  original  £- 
bionites  denied  the  miraculous^conception.  Now,  ihofe 
who  believed  this  4o&rine  mufl  either  have  ufed  a  differeat 
gofpel,  or  received  the  two  firll  chapters  of  Matthew,  vdiile 
the  other  dais  rejected  them.  Suppofing  the  latter  oolj  tp 
have  been  the  cafe,  how  could  they  be  viewed  as  the  lame 
people  ? 

It  has  been  feen^  that  Epiphamus  does  not,  like  tbe  wri- 
ters who  preceded  him,  fpeak  of  any  Ebionites  who  held 
the  miraculous  conception.  This  is  a  ftroog  prefumptioD 
that  Nazarenea  and  Ebionites  were  nominally  confooadcd 
before  his  time  ;  and  that  thofe  called  Ebionites,  who  be^ 
lieved  the  miraculous  conception,  were  a  branch  of  the  Na- 
zarenes  who  had  deviated  in  fo  far  from  their  ordinal  pria- 
ciples  to  meet  the  Ebionites,  but  could  not  go  aQ  lengths 

with 
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with  them.  Epiphanius^  indeed  £173 ;  '^  Since  the  time  of 
•*  £Mon  to  this  day,  thofe  who  have  followed  his  error, 
^*  having  their  ihlnds  carried  away  into  abfurdity  and  con- 
*^  fiifion,  declare  fome  oine  way,  and  fome  another,  concern* 
**  ing  Chrift."  Biit  when  he  proceeds  to  explain  their  no- 
tions, he  fays,  that  *'  fome  aflerted  that  Chriil  was  that  A* 
^  dain  firll  formed  by  God,  that  others  faid,  he  came  fronpL 
^^  he^tven,  and  was  created  before  all ;  and  (like  the  Cerin-* 
-'^  thians)  that  the  Spirit  entered  into  him,  which  is  the 
*<  very  Chrift,  and  was  clothed  with  him  who  is  called  Je- 
'^  fus.  But,"  he  adds,  '^  great  is  the  darkneis  among 
^  them,  as  they  ilate  their  opinions  concerning  Chrift  m  a 
**  great  variety  of  ways  ♦."  .None  of  thefe  notions,  how- 
ever, iiave  the  leaft  refemblance  to  the  dodxine  of  the  mi* 
racnlous  conception. 

But  in  proving  that  die  Nazarenes  were  different  from 
tjie  Ebiotiites,  there  is  no  abfolute  neceffity  for  fuppoling,, 
t]ia£  Origen  meant  to  include  all  who  made  a  profeffion  of 
Chriftianity,  and  yet  adhered  to  the  law,  under  the  general 
name  of  Ebionites.  Although  it  fhould  be  thought,  that 
what  he  fays  concerning  the  denial  of  the  theology  by 
thofe  who.  believed  the  miraculous  •conception,  were  unex- 
<:eptionable  -,  it  cannot  l>e  inferred  that  he  knew  no  other 
Hebrew  Chriftians  befides  thefe  two  claffes.  For  it  will 
afterwards  be  feen,  that  he  fpeaks  of  fome  Chriftians  who 
retained  the  law  "Voitb  interpreidtioas^  as  diftinfl  from  thofe 
who  adhered  to  the  *ietter  only.  If  the  former  jKrere  not 
Nazarenes,  we  are  cettain  they  were  not  Ebionites. 

The  learned  and  judicious  biihop  Bull  has  quoted  a  paf- 
£sige  frtai  Jufini  Ma^rtyr's  Dialogue,  as  a  proof  that  there 
were  Hebrew*  Chriftjatis  who  btUeved  the  Deity  of  Chrift, 
and  yet  adhered  to  the  law.  .  Trypho  fays  ;  "  Shall  thofc 
^  who  have  lived  according  to  the  law  enjoined  by  Mofes, 
^<  live  in  the  refurreftion  of  the  dead,  in  the  fam^^  manner 

I  3  "as 
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"  as  Job,  Enoch,  and  Noah,  or  not?"  To  this  Juftin  re- 
plies \  *'  In  that  law  the  things  which  are  naturally  exceL 
'*  lent,  and  pious,  and  juft,  are  required  to  be  performed  by 
''  thofe  who  are  obedient ;  as  other  things  were  alfo  enjpin- 
''  ed  on  account  of  the  hardneis  of  the  hearts  of  that  peo- 
**  pie,  which  thofe  performed  who  were  under  the  law. 
**  For  thofe  whp  did  thefe  things  which  are  univerfallj^  na- 
^'  Rurally  and  eternally  good,  are  acceptable  to  Grod,  and 
"  fhaU  be  faved  by  this  Chrift,  in  the  refurredion.  as  well  as 
^  their  righteous  anceftors,  Enoch,  Noah  and  Job,  or  any 
'*  others,  togedier  with  thoft  who  acknowledge  the  Chrifl 
**  this  Son  of  God,  who  was  before  the  morning  ftar  and 
the  moon  ;  and  being  incarnate  by  that  virgin  of  the  fa- 
mily of  David,  condefcended  to  be  bom,  that  by  this  dif- 
penfation  the  ferpent,  the  original  caufe  of  evil,  and  his  an* 
gels,-  conformed  to  him,  might  be  fubdued,"  isfc* 
Juftin,  having  declared  that  thofe  would  be  laved  who 
confcientioufly  lived  according  to  tlieir  light  under  the  Old 
Teflament,  and  clafled  them  with  thofe  under  the  New, 
who  believe  in  the  deity  and  miraculous  conception  of 
Chrift ;  Trypho,  perhaps  apprehending  that  he  meant  to 
exclude  all  profeffed  Chriftians  who  did  not  renounce  the 
law  of  Mofes,  propofes  the  following  queftion  to  him: 
V  But  if  fome,  even  now,  incline  to  live,  obferving  thefc 
"  things  enjoined  by  Mofes,  and  believe  on  this  *  Jefus 
"  who  was  crucified^  acknowledging  that  he  is  the  Chrift 
"  of  God,  and  that  to  him  is  entirely  given  the  judgment 
"  of  all,  and  that  his  kingdom  is  everlafting,  can  thefe  alfo 
**  be  faved  ?"  After  a  little  difputation  concerning  thofe 
lethal  inftitutions  that  could  be  obferved  after  the  deftnic- 
tion  of  the  temple,  Trygho  repeats  his  queflion,  and  Juftia 

replies : 

*  TyT«»,  according  to  its  ordinary  and  proper  meaning,  certainly  in- 
cludes p.U  the  preceding  defcription  given  of  the  Saviour  by  Juftin  j  t)ierq| 
fore,  his  deity  and  miraculous  conception. 


Chap.  V.  tie  NMorenes^  135 

xe^lies  ?  **  As  it  appears  to  me  indeed,  Tr jpbo,  I  alTert, 
^  that  fuch  a  .perfon  cda  be  iaved,  if  he  ftrive  not  by  ail 
**  means  to  perfuade  other  men  (I  prefently  fpeak  of  thofe 
*'  who»  from  among  the  CSentiles,  have  been  ^ircumciied  by 
^  Ghrift  firom  error)  to  obferve  the  fame  things  with  him^ 
i'  aflerting  that  they  cfuinot  be  laved,  -imleis  they  do  fo ; 
**  in  like  manner  as  thou  haft  done  in  the  *€ommencement 
^  of  this.diicourfe,  &ewing  that  I  coidd  not  be  faved,  with- 
•*  out  ohferving  thefc  things."  Then  Trypbo ;  '*  Accord-. 
^  ingto  what  yon  have  faid,  as  I  nnderftand  it,  fuch  a  one 
^  ihaH  be  fiived.  But  are  there  any  who  aflert  that  fuch 
**  (hall  not  be  faved?  There  are,  I  replied,  O  Trypho,  and 
^  who  dare  not  have  any  feUowfhip  with  fuch,  either  in 
**  converiation,  or  id  eating :  with  whom  I  do  not  agree. 
^  But  if  they,  by  reafon  of  weaknefs  of  mind,  incline  to 
^  obferve  all  the  Mofaic  inflitutions  that  are  now  in  their 
power,  which  we  know  were  commanded  on  account  of 
the  obduracy  of  the  people,  together  with  hope  in  this  * 
^  Chrift,  and  the  ads  of  juflice  and  piety  which  are  eter- 
^'  nally  and  naturally  incumbent,  and  choofe  to  live  toge- 
**  ther  wth  believing  dhriftians,  as  I  have  faid  before,  not 
^  perfuading  them  either  to  be  circumcifed  like  them,  or 
^  to  obferve  other  things  of  the  fame  nature,  it  evidently 
<<  appears  neceflary  both  to  receive  thefe,  aud  t6  hold  com« 
''munion  with  them  as  men  of  the  fame  bowels,  and 
<*  brethren +." 

Here  Jufiin  Martyr  feems  to  fpeak  of  the  Nazarenes. 
He  does  not  name  them,  indeied.  But  it  cannot  be  pre- 
tended that  they  were  Ebiomtes.  For  they  (lid  not  force 
the  law  on  the  Cjentiles,  which,  it  is  undeniable,  the  Ebio- 
Bites  did.     Therefore,  they  were  not  the  fame  people  with 

I  4  them. 

*  T«r0f .  He  carefully  preferves  a  reference  to  the  account  formerlf 
|r*  -  *  that  faith  in  the  Son  of  God,  which  he  reckoned  nece^ry  t9 
fa    ition.  «-^  ' 

\  DiaL  p.  2^*^^<M 
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them.    It  will  sot  be  £ud  that  they  .were  Gnoflics*    For 
they  dilcover  none  of  their  opinioas.    If,  then,  i>r  ?•  re*  . 
fnfe  that  they  were  Nazaf;enesy  according  to  our  ideas  of 
that  people  y  it  is*iiicumbent  on  him  to  fliew  who  they 
were. 

Jt  can  be.  QO  valid  objeftion,  that  Jnftin  fptaks  bypothe*. 
tlcally.  For  when  he  fays  that  feme  aflcrt  thi|t  thofe  wfatf 
themfelves  obferve  the  law,  but  do  not  force  it  on  others, 
JhdUnttt  ht  fiv9edj  adding,  with  whom  I  do  not  agrfe;  be 
clearly  ihewsthe  real  e^iftence  of  fuch  believing  HebrewSt 
For  how  would  any  one  think  ot  judging  of  their  flate,  if 
^ere  were  no  fuch  perfona?  Indeed,  the  defcription  giveil 
by  Juftin  of  thefe  converts,  as  **  choofing  to  live  together 
<<  with*'  Gentiles^  '*  without  perfuading  them  to  jbe  or* 
<«  cumcifed,"  Ijfc.  exa&ly  correfponds  with  the  account  of 
the  ChriiUan  Hebrews  given  in  the  Ads.  When  Peter 
returned  to  Jeruialem,  after  his  intercoiirie  with  Comefios^ 
iiey  that  were  of  the  circumcifion  contended  with  Umt  fey* 
ing^  Tiou  wentejl  in  to  men  undrcumcijedf  anddidfi  eat  with 
them*  But  Peter  rebearfed  the  matter  from  the  beginnings 
JVben  tbey  beard  tbefe  tbings^  tbey  beld  tbeir  peace^j^md  gh* 
rified  God^  faying^  Tben  batb  Cod  alfoto  tbe  Gentiles  granted 
repentance  unto  life^  ch.  xi*  2.— -16.  Had  there  been  any 
Ebionites  here,  they  would  not  have  beld  tbeir  peace. 

From  the  preceding  quotation  from  Juftio,  the  following 
things  are  evident ;  that  he  accounted  faith  in  the  deity  of 
Chriil  neceflary  to  falvation  ;  that  he  had  no  hope  of  the  fid- 
vation  of  the  Ebionites,  and  reckoned  them  heretics,  becanfe 
they  tried  to  force  the  law  on  the  Gentiles ;  that  there  were 
other  Hebrew .  Chriftians,  believing  as  he  did  concerning 
Chrifl,  and  the(pfelves  pbferving  the  law,  hot  not  pcr^ 
fuading  the  Gentiles  to  obferve  it ;  and  that  fome  thought 

that  even  thefe  could  not  be  laved,  and  held  no  commonioii 

* 

witli*  them,  although  Juftin  himie)f  was  of  a  difierent  ofi^ 

ipon. 

Af 


Chap.  V.  ihi  HazanniMB  tyf 

As  fiit  as  we  kn6w,  it  b  not  aflerted  by  an  j  of  die  wri- 
ters who  have  mentioned  the  Nazarenes,  that  diey  at» 
tendpted  to  nnpofe  the  law  on  Gentik  Chriftians.  ThoGb 
who  ftttt  bore  the  aanae  did  not,  with  whom  thofe  delcribeA 
bj  Joffin  eafirefy  agreed.  'They  commnnicated  with  thofe 
Geotifo  beUeirert  ^ho  did  not  rejeA  therii.  PiAfame  ob* 
jeded  to  i!lns  fclkywfliip,  thej  wodd  afterwards  find  it  ne- 
eefiary  to  wididraw.  Even  thofe  Who  at  fifft  dealt  ten- 
derly  with  them,  from  a  perfnafion  that  they  might  at 
length  dtfeover  the  fcdly  of  their  attachment  to  an  abroC 
gated  law;  perceiving  that  they  continned  obftinate,  wboU 
sUb  tdkSib  them  communion.  From  this  circumftance, 
many  of  thfeift  feem  to  have  made  eonfideraUe  approaches 
to  the  £immte& 

« 

Thus  alone  can  we  rationaUy  account  fer  the  appearance 
if  a  new  dafe  of  Ebionites  in  the  third  century.  It  is  be« 
jond  all  probability,  that  any  of  the  proper  Ebionites 
iioold  borrow  a  dodrine  from  the  Gentile  Cbriflians  whom 
they  hated,  r^  in  iheir  ideas  concemkig  the  Savkmr,  and 
a»ke  an  addition  to  their  GofpeL  Though  it  ihould  bd 
fiippofed  that  a  few  individuals  fliould  have  made  fuch  d 
tranfiticoy  we  cannot  imagine  that  this  would  have  beeft 
done  by  a  body  fo  confiderable  as  to  appear  in  hiftory  ai 
a  diftinft  clais.  Iremeus  fpeaks  iA  the  Ebionites,  without 
any  ejocepticm,  as  in  his  time  fcdlowing  Theodotion  and 
Aquila,  that'  is,  attempting  to  fnpport  dieir  dofirine  oC 
Cbrift  being  the  fon  <^  Jofeph  from  die  verfions  of  theb 
tranflators.  Did  a  great  part  of  them,  let  to  (nppofe  &e 
one  fasd^^settomce  theii'  friends  and  fupporters,  imd  embrace 
a  doftrine  diametrically  oppofite  to  theirs^  in  the  conrfb  of 
half  aoentniy?  In  what  manner  can  this  extraordinaryt 
asd,  aH  drcumflances  confidered,  ^unparalleled  dnnge  be 
aoooonted  lor? 

tf  we  %^pofe  that  tb(fe  were  not  Ebionitesi  originally 

at 
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at  leafty  we  have  a  rational  folotion  of  the  difficulty.  En- 
iebius  greatly  affiib  us,  in  the  account  which  he  gives  of 
thofe  called  Ebionites.  who  believed  the  miraculous  con- 
f9eption.  For,  as  we  have  feeo,  he  evidently  fpeaks  of 
Ibem  as  being  "  carried  away  with  the  im^ty  of  the  £or- 
*'  mer,  fo  as  not  any  longer  to  confeis  that  Chrift  was  God, 
**  the  Word  and  WiCdom  *•"  This  language  plainly  implies 
that  formerly  they  were  totally  difiind  from  the  reft,  wtio 
bore  the  name  of  Ebionites.  He  is  an  unexceptionable 
witnefs,  as  to  this  previbus  circumftance :  for  he  could  ha?e 
no  end  to  ferve  in  making  this  latter  clais  originally  better 
than  the  former*  As  Dr  P.  charges  Eulebius  with  ^  pre* 
«<  judice  againft  the  Unitarians,"  he  cannot  fuppofe  that  he 
would  have  faid  any  thing  in  their  favour,  unleiM  regard 
tLQ  truth  had  abfolutely  required  it, 

Ihis  pailage  of  Eufebius,  juflly  viewed,  throws  grett 
light  on  what  is  alTerted  by  Epiphanius  concerning  Ae 
Ebionites  and  Nazarenes,  that  <<  they,  drawing  near  the 
**  one  to  the  other,  communicated  their  perverfenels  to 
'*  each  other  f*"  He  makes  this  obfervation,  after  men- 
tioning their  refidence  in  the  fame  country.  As  they  thus 
lived  together  ;  as  both  parties  were  of  Hebrew  origin ;  as 
both  adhered  to  the  law  ;  as  both  were  in  a  ftate  of  iepa- 
ration  from  the  great  body  of  the  faithful ;  as  they  were 
equally  expofed  to  reproach  for  their  attachment  to  beg* 
garly  elements ;  it  is  very  natural  to  fuppofe,  though  wc 
h«i(i  no  authority  for  it,  that  many  of  the  Nazarenes  would 
def<  rt  to  the  Ebionites,  or,  at  leafl,  gradually  draw  nearer 
ti  ^em  than  xhty  were  immediately  after  they  left  the 
c  '  1  ^ifion  of  the  church.  Even  the  fa*  «  of  the  Naza- 
ic  '.  -  \h.t  divinity  of  Chrift  would,  tr  any,  eventuallj 
]  •  V.  ui  a  {lender  obftacle  to  this  approximation.  For 
t  y  adherence  to  fhadows,  that  were  done  away, 

was 

.     *     :      ;  JVC,  p.  7*,  &c.  t  Hacr.  30. 
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was  a  pardal  apoftacy  from  the  fubfiance.  Thej  had  re- 
ceived, from  the  Spirit  of  iiifpiration,  a  folemn  warning  to 
take  heed  left  there  Jbould  he  in  any  of  them  an  evil  heart  of 
unbelief  in  departing  from  the  living  God.  It  is  evident 
from  the  connexion  that  this  character  is  here  given  to 
Chrift.  And  as  the  great  defign  of  the  Epiftle  to  the  He- 
brews was  to  (hew,  that  the  ceremonial  law  was  abrogated^ 
as  being  fulfilled  in  him  $  an  obftinate  adherence  to  it  was 
unquefiioiiably  that  great  temptation  to.  ap<^ac7,  which 
the  infpired  writer  had  in  his  eye.  It  is  natural  to  think 
that  many,,  who  only  partially  rejeded  this  folemn  warn- 
ing, by  mingUng  the  law  with  the  gofpel,  would  go  further  ^ 
as  thofe  togaged  in  courfes  of  error  generally  wax  worfi 
and  vaorfe^  deceiving  and  being  deceived* 

But  we  are  far  from  meaning  that  the  great  body  of  the 
Nazarenes  renounced  the  dodrine  of  the  deity  of  Chrift» 
Though  it  were  uncharitably  fuppo&d  that  none  were  ac- 
tuated by  a  fuperior  principle,  many  would  adhere  to  it 
from  the  prejudices  of  education,  and  from  zeal  for  the 
dodrine  of  their  fathers.  And  from  the  teftimonies  of  Je- 
rpm  and  Auftin,  we  know  that  whatever  were  their  mo- 
tives, they  continued  to  confeis  (thrift  as  the  Son  of  God* 
^piphanius  himfelf,  even  while,  he  fpealo»  of  the  mutual* 
communications  of  thefe  heretics,  defcribes  them  as  diflin^ 
bodies. 

SECTION    in. 

Of  the  pqinis  in  which  the  Nazarenes  differed  frcm  the 
Ubionites. 

rr^HE  learned  Jones  could  perceive  very  little  difference 
'*-     between  thefe  i^&s  **     But  had  he  paid  the  iame  at* 
tention  to  this  fubjed,  as  to  fome  others,  he  muft  have  feea 
^at  they  differed  widely. 

I.  Tbc 

f  ^etbod  of  fettling  the  Canon,  vol.  i.  385,  385.. 
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I.  The  Nazarenes  believed  the  miraculoiis  cmceptioa. 
Thofe  properly  called  EbioliitM  never  did. 

^.  The  Nazarenes  confefled  that  Chrift  was  the  Soo  of 
God.    The  Ebitaitear  averted  that  he  was  man  6nly  *• 

3.  The  Nazareneb  ackiio^ledged  all  the  Old  Teftaitfent 
as  iofpired  f.  It  does  m^  app^far  that  the  Ebiohites  did  fb. 
Epiphanins  affertd  that  the  j  "  held  the  prophets  in  ab- 
*^  horttnce  %•**  '^s  ^^^  sttthor  reckons  improbable,  be^ 
oaiife  both  Syiii^ih^hiis  and  Theodotiob  trainflated  the  (Nd 
Teftament  |.  But  the  argument  is  not  condufive,  anUs 
it  can  be  proved  that  every  tranilator  has  believed  the  ii* 
fpiratioff  bf  that  work  on  wliich  he  has  bellowed  his  labodr. 
Althoo^  Epiphsttiius  is,  pexliaps,  the  only  ancient  writer 
who  fpeaks  of  their  rejeAion  of  the,  propheti  in  f«ch  ftrong 
language,  ft  cannot  be  doubted  that  they  were  v«ry  farij 
chargeable  with  fome  «rror  on  this  head ;  and  that  this  mm 
»  ftriking  line  in  their  chara6ter.  For  Irenseu^,*  in  the 
very  (hort  account  he  has  given  of  them,  fays,  that  they 
^*  attMUpted  to  explain  the  prophetical  writings  in  too  co- 
''  rtous  a  manner  §." 

One  would  think  that,  if  the  teftimon  j  of  Eplphaninf 

be  worthy  of  credk  in  any  one  inftance,   it  is   whed  he 

fpeaks  of  the  Ebionites  as  rejefting  the  prophets.     He  is  ^ 

particular,  that  we  can  fcarcely  fuppofe  that  he  erred,   un- 

Icfi    e  had  done  f.    wilfully.     For  after  inlinuating  ihcir 

Tcjeftion  of  ail  the  Old  Teftament,  except  the  five  books 

joi  Mcfes  he  adds  j  •*  But  neither  do  they  receive  the  Pen- 

**  tatench  entire,  but   rejeft  certain  fayings.     For  if  yoo 

^  objeft  that  concerning  animal  food,  aquiring  why  Abra- 

<«  hao 

♦  Juft.  Mart  p.  165,  9Jb6.  Hteron.  Ep.  ad  Aug.  In  E&i.  i.  r».  xi.  1. 
si.  6.  Eiek.  xvi.  13.— Augnft.  de  H«r.  ut  fup. 
t  Hacr.  29.  f.  7.  I  Hacr.  30.  p.  139. 

II  Vol.  iii  p.  217. 

i  <lo«B  tutem  funtprophctica,  curiofius  exponerc  nituntur.  Adr.  Hvr. 
L  i.  c.  26. 


^  ham  fee  dpvm  &  ca}f,  with  railk*  to  tke  aogek  t  or  .Ifirhj 
^  Noah  fei  in  this  inaaner,  a»4  received  the  divine  ^^m^ 
^*  maad  to  fiaj  and  eat  ?  and  how  Ijadc  and  Jacob  offered 
'«  &crifice  to  GodfWi  alfo  Mofes,  in  the  d^&rt  i  they  indeed 
^'difteiieve  tbefe  things,  faying;  *  Of  what  neceffirf  » 
'  it  for  me  to  acknowledge  what  is  in  the  }aw,  when  t\m 
*  gofpd  hk  com0^  ?*'  On  the  contrary,  the  iam^  wri^r  ex* 
preisly  t^fies  of  thf  Na?;arenes}»  that  they  received  ail  tb% 
Jewiih  &nptar^  j-*  Bat,  beiid^  wh^t  is  aSerted  by  Iri^ 
nsus  and  £piphaniua  on  this  headf  M^thodius^  biihop  9S 
TyrCf  an  accurate  writer  ^bo  flouri^d  about  the  year 
190,  &y«  that  tbe  Ebionites  '^  contended  that  the  pr<3^pbels 
<*  fpake  of  their  own  rnqtiou »"  that  Mt  they  rtrfufed  that 
the  prophets  j^jMv  ^  t^^  Vfft^  moped  hy  tbe  H(kly  Gbofi^ 
Hie  learaed  Fahr^ctas»  who  does  not^  feem  to  have  reeet- 
leded  that  this  oharg^e  had  been  e:(hibited  ^gainft  the  £bio- 
lutes  in  general,  thofe  at  leail  wha  were  fyroperly  fo  caUed, 
&ys  ;  ^^  I  wonder  what  kind  of  Ebionites  thefe  were,  who» 
^  acOTding  to  Methodius,  deni^  the  infpiraupn  of  the  imp^ 
*^  tures X**  It  has  been  s2&rted  by  different  writers,  thal» 
among  the  manufcripts  in  a  certain  library  at  ConAanti- 
nqpk,  diere  as  an  interpreta^on  of  the  Old  Teftainent^ 
fcriptares,  afcribed  to.  Symmachus.  If  fuch  9  work  be  ex« 
taat,  and  at  the  (ame  time  genuine,  were  it  brought  %^ 
bght,  it  would  fliew  whether  he  was  really  an  Ebionite^ 
and  if  he  was,  iUuftrate  the  peculiar  ideas  of  that  people 
with  refpeA  to  the  prophetical  writings  ||' 

But 

•  Hacr.  30.  f.  18.  t  Haer.  29.  f.  7- 

I  Miror  quoque  qutlis  ftierint  ilbionei  qvi  Metbodio  telle,  in  Ctm* 
Yivio  decern  Virginum,  p.  153.  *  Scripturas  a  Spiritu  S.  infpiratas  nega. 
b&nt,  if  th*t  xnnciQ4  tojk  ir/Mf «raf  AfXaXumvai  ^Xoti  ixvvrK.  Fabric. 
Biblioth.  Graec.  I.  4.  c.  5.  vol.  iii.  p.  130. 

I  la  Catalogo  MSS.  Conftantini  Varini  C  Folitant  quein  Poflevitiur 
tt  calcem  Apparatus  facri,  et  antePoflevinuia  Yerdenus  ad  calcem  Bibl. 

*    edidir,, 
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Bat  we  receive  confiderable  light  on  this  fubjed  from  t 
'Work)  acknowledged  bj  Dr  P.  to  be  that  of  an  Unitarian. 
For  when  Epiphanius  charges  the  Ebionites  with  rejeding 
the  prophets,  he  appeals  to  the  beft  authoritj*  He  refius 
to  what  was  then  called,  T%e  gravels  of  Clemens  i  now  the 
Recognitions  *.  "  There  are  other  books,"  he  fays  **  which 
**  they  ufe,  vi%.  The  Travels  of  Peter  by  Clemens^  havbg 
^*  left  in  thb  a  few  things  true,  while  the  reft  is  adulterated." 
Speaking  of  the  faith  of  Clemens,  as  ezprefled  in  hii 
Epiftles,  he  adds ;  '*  He  commends  Elias,  and  David,  and 
*<  Samfon,  and  all  the  prophets ;  whom  they  deteft  f /'  Here 
OVLV  author  obferves ;  **  This  I  think  altogether  as  impro> 
^  bable,  as  what  he  fays  of  their  revering  water  as  a  god. 
<*  He  is  the  only  writer  who  alTerts  any  fuch  thing,  and  as 
^  far  as  appears  from  all  other  accounts,  the  Ebionites  ac* 
<^  knowledged  the  authority  of  all  that  we  call  the  canoni- 
<<  cal  books  of  the  Old  Teftament  %:*  But  hi^d  Dr  P.  been 
willing  to  receive  proo&  of  the  truth  of  this  aflertion,  his 
favourite  work,  the  Clementines^  would  have  amply  fupplied 
him.  He  gives  a  confiderable  extrad  from .  the  very  page^ 
in  which  one  of  the  cleareft  proofs  appears. 

The  writer  makes  Peter  exprefsly  affert,  that  **  the  Scrips 
"  ture  has  received  many  lies  againft  God  H."  After  c- 
numerating  a  great  many  exprefEons  under  this  impious 
notion,  as  when  God  is  faid  to  tempt^  to  repent^  to  bardenj 
to  deceive^  to  create  evil^  iSc>  he  charges  the  hiftorical  parts 
of  Scripture  with  falfehood,  not  excepting  the  Pentateucb, 
faying ;  "  I  neither  really  believe  the  things  mentioned  in 

•*the 

edidit,  memoratur  Symmachi  Hebrm  interpretgtio  in  Pfaltersum  David, 
et  ejyflcm  interpretatio  in  omnia  vtittmina  veteris  divtnm  Scriptmm. 
Sed  opus  ipfum  nemo  fuit  hacflenus,  qui  in  lucem  proferret.  Fabric  BibL 
Grace,  vol.  ii.  p.  338. 

*  Origcn,  Pbilocal.  c.  12    p.  81.  82.         f  Epiph   Haer.  30.  p.  135. 
%  Vol   iii.  p.  217.  » 

II  noxxa  yaf  y^tvlri  xuTd  TM  ©m  9'po0'iAccC«y  at  yfrnfat*    Horn,  s 
f.  38.  p.  631. 
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*^  the  law,  againft  God,  nor  againft  the  juft ;  pipfaming 

^*  that  the. opinion  would  be  impious.    For  I  cannot  per- 

^  fuade  m jfelf  diat  Adam,  who  was  produced  bj  the 

**  hand  of  God,  was  a  tranfgreiTor ;  nor  that  Noah,  ^ho 

*<  was  found  more  juft  than  all  the  world,  was  drunken ; 

^*  nor  that  Abraham  had  at  one  time  three  wives,"  i^e  K 

He  ricUcnles  diat  paffage  which  refers  to  the  tree  of  life, 

and  the  hiftorj  of  the  fidl.    **  How  could  he  have  any  ne- 

**  ceffitj  for  toudiing  the  tree  of  life,  that  he  might  know 

^  good  and  evIL    Bnt  thej  believe  thefe  things,  who  are 

^  defiitute  of  judgment,  who  think  that  the  brute  animal 

^  (theferpent)  was  more  powerful  than  God  who  made 

*<  them  and  all  things  f/'    How  could  xiich  men  be  faid 

to  "  acknowledge  the  authority  of  all — the  Old  Tefta* 

"raent?*' 

3^  The  Nazarenes  had  the  Hebrew  Gofpel  of  Matthew 
entire :  but  that  ufed  hy  the  Ebionites  was  imperfeft.  The 
laft  b  not  denied.  The  firft  has  been  doubted  \  but  as 
wotdd  feem,  not  on  fufficient  grounds^  It  has,  indeed, 
been  (aid  that  the  teftimony  of  Epiphanius  is  of  no  acCounf, 
becaufe,  although  he  calb  this  mcfre  entire^  he  acknowledges 
that  he  had  never  feen  it,  and  was  uncertain  whether  it  had 
the  genealogy,  or  not.  Re  calls  it  9r^>if  srarov,  not  tnore^  as 
Dr  P;  gives  it  from  Jones,  but  moji  entire.  But  Epipha- 
mas,  by  adding  this  iingle  exception  with  refpeft  to  the 
a  genealogy^ 

*  Otijc  try  tvXoyiti  trri  xarat  rif  &w  irifitMr,  tnt  nara  r*ni  iv  'ru 

wt/rnefiM  tnt  AiafA  n'ti^ttC»Tni  nv,  •  wo  rav^rn  0i«v  x^'C^"  ^^^' 
^*i>A*^*  iTTi  N«i  iAt6vrni*9if,  •  wt^  xtirrx  rof  »«crftov  rt%x$oi  tv^i" 
Ing'  yn  h  AC^auifA.  r^i9  a^M  avvnii  yv9m(ifp  is'c.  Horn.  2. 
feft  52.  p.  634. 

f  Ai'  0  TTtti  iri  fvra  XC*'  '^X*  ^C^^^'^^'^  t9ttTt  won  irii  1^  ««• 
^  n  ita%09  ^    ic^A«  TovTa  w%viVH9'i9  01  «»^iT«/,   «i  tfP^oyov  Sn^ov, 

•(^frrff.    Horn.  3«  feft.  2I.  p.  638. 
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genealogy,  means  to  expreis  bb  certain  infinrmation  that  k 
was  mojl  etaire  in  other  refpe^s  >  and  to  contraft  it  with 
that  of  the  Ebionites,  which,  he  certainlj  knew,  wanted 
the  genealogy,  and  to  which  he  refiifes  this  cbaraAer, 
becaufe  it  was  not  only  im^orrinfiaaium  mutthted^  but  mm* 
4wfMim  adulterated.  The  truth  of  the  laft  aflertioo  he  irn* 
mediately  proceeds  to  iUuftrate  by  fome  infiancca  *•  Si- 
mon ft  Olearios  {,  and  Fabricius  |j,  were  fatisfied  that  th^ 
were  di&rent  Gofpels,  although  they  might  bt¥«  oot  ' 
name.  It  is  remarkable  that  the  learned  Graba,  tfaoagh 
he  at  firft  thought  that  they  were  the  (ame,  afterwafdi,  oa 
a  careful  comparifbn  of  the  fragments  of  both^  diangid  bn 
opinion,  and  candidly  acknowledged  his  miftake  f  • 

But  we  ihall  a(k  no  other  evidence  that  they  nfed  dift^ 
rent  Gofpels,  than  what  our  author  himfelf  afiwda^  Hi 
grants  that,  **  in  the  Gofpel  which  Jerom  traiiflaUMl«  there 
*'  was  thejecond  chapter^  if  not  the  genealogy  ;'*  bcfiaf[  k 
had  thefe  words.  Out  of  Egypt  have  1  catted  my  Sm  §  aa4 
Hejhall  be  calkd  a  Nazarene.  **  This/'  he  adds,  **  I  aa 
*f  willing  to  explain  in  the  following  manner,  OrigiaaUj 
**  the  Jewiih  Chriilians  did  not  believe  the  dodrine  of  the 
"  miraculous  conception. — Origan  is  the  firft  who  has  no- 
**  ticed  two  kinds  of  Ebionites,  one  believing  the  coooep> 
**  tion,  and  the  other  denying  it.  Probably,  tbefcfoNb 
**  their  original  copies  of  the  Gofpel  had  not  the  twofijt 
^  chapters,  which  contained  that  hifiory ;  but  after  fome 

time,  thofe  of  the  Jcwifh  Chriftianst  who  gave  credk  t» 

the  dory,  would  naturally  add  the£e  two  chapters  fraoi 
**  the  Greek  copies;  and  it  might  be  a  copy  of  this  kiid 

that  Jerom  met  with  *." 

3  Dr 

•  Haer.  30.  f.  13.  p.  137.  f  Hift.  Crit.  de  N.  T.  c.  7. 

I  Obfenr.  in  Matth.  x.  p.  94.       ||  Cod.  ApocrTpb.  N.  T.  P  i.  p.  360. 
S  Not  in  IreDAeuiQ,  1.  3.  c.  ix.  p'.  lao.  sp.  Moflieim  Y uidic  p.  n2. 
••  VoL  iii.  p.  2is,  216. 
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Dr  P.  is  nncommoiilj  liberal  in  his  concellions  here.  He 
feems  fo  to  feel  the  force  of  that  evidence  which  oppofes  his 
f/flem,  that  he  wiihes  to  compound  on  as  reafonable  terms 
as  pof&hle.     But  although  he  be  **  willing  to  explain  in 
**  this  manner/'  he  will  find  few.  to  join  him.     He  has 
granted  too  much  for  his  own  hjpothefis.  Call  thefe  '*  two 
^<  kinds  of  Ebionites/'  or  what  you  pleafe ;  they  could  not 
have  been  the  fame  people.     The  Dodor,  furely,  does  not 
fuppofe  that  they  all  admitted  of  thb  addition.    Thofe  who 
diflbelieved  the  miraculous  conception,  would  never  aflent 
to  fuch  an  innovation.     Religious  VodieS)  how  ftriS  foever 
their  former  agreement,  when  they  begin  to  differ,  inftead 
of  being  fo  complaifant,  generally  become  warmer  in  their 
attachment  to  the  point  in  difpute,   than  .before.     This 
would  be,  in  hiftory,  a '  folitary  inflance  of  moderation,  as 
to  a  point  of  this  nature ;  indeed,  as  to  almoft  any  article 
of  futh  d!r  practice.    This  addition,  therefore,  as  the  Doc- 
tor hiimfelf  feems  to  grant,  would  be  fouftd  in  fome  copies 
only.     But  was  not  the  Gofpel  read  and  explained  in  their 
churches  ?  The  queftion,  then,  muft  have  been,  which  of 
them  fliould  be  read?  If  the  new  Ebionites  thought  this 
a  point  of  fuch  importance  that,   oh  account  of  it,  they 
made  ah  addition  to  the^r  Gofpel ;  would  they  cbnfent  that 
this  (hould  be  omitted  in  the  Le&ure  ?  This  is  totally'  in- 
credible.    Would  the  old  Ebionites  fubmit  to  hear  a  thing 
read  as  the  language  of  infpiration,  which  taught  a  dofhine 
that  they  are  faid  to  have  denied  for  more  than  two  centu- 
ries? This. is  equally  incredible.     Therefore,  we  cannot 
fuppofe  them  to  have  had  different  gofpels,  even  as  to  this 
fingle  point,  without  feparate  affemblies.     But  if  they  had, 
they  were  re^y  different  fefls. 

Thus,   our  author  has  himfelf  proved  the  very  point 

which  he  fo  ftrenuoufly  oppofes.   From  his  own  conceffions, 

it  appears  almoft  to  a  demonflration,  that  thoCe,  whofe 

Vol.  n.  K  Gofpel 
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Qofpel  had  the  genealogy^  were  indeed  the  Nazarenes. 
It  will  natarallj  occur  to  the  reader,  that  the  difference 
between  their  copies  of  Matthew's  Gofpel  was  not  owing 
to  an  addition  in  a  later  age,  but  that  the j  were  originally 
different ;  or  rather,  that  the  true  Ebionites  were  the  only 
innovators.  For  indee'd,  it  has  the  confent  of  antiquity, 
that  they  cut  qfthe  genealogy. 

What,  then,  are  we  to  make  of  Jerom,  when  he  fpeaks 
of  **  the  gofpel  ufed  by  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebionites  ?" 
Dr  P.,  quoting  thefe  wtrds  in  a  preceding  chapter,  declares 
that  "  Jerom  has  fufficiently  decided  the  queftion,"  and 
could  have  had  no  '*  other  idea  than  that  thefe  two  fe& 
**  ufed  the  fame  gofpel,  when  he  faid,  *  In  the  gofpel  ufed 
'  by  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebionites,  which  is  commonly 

*  called  the  authentic  gofpel  of  Matthew,  which  I  lately 

*  tranflated  from  Hebrew  into  Greek  *"lic.  But,  by  his 
conceffions  on  this  occafion,  he  ruins  the  force  of  Jerom's 
decifion.  The  copy  which  he  tranflated  (isd  the  fecond 
chapter,  **  if  not  the  genealogy  f,"  as  Dr  P.  obijervcs  -,  and 
we  certainly  know  that  the  one  ufed  by  thef  Ebionites 
wanted  bothX^  It  is  therefore  evident,  that  Jerom  had 
tranflated  the  Gofpel,  only  as  it  was  preferved  among  the 
Nazarenes.  Of  this  he  himfelf  aflures  us  ||.  But  fiill  he 
nlight  fpeak  of  it  as  alfo  ufed  by  the  Ebionites  5  becaufe 

their 

•  In  evangelic  quo  utuntur  Nazareni  et  Ebionitac,  quod  nuper  in  Grm" 
cum  de  Hcbnco  fermone  tranftulinnius.  et  quod  vocatur  a  plerifque  Mic- 
thsei  auihcnticum,  &c.     In  Matth.  jtii.  13.  ap.  Au^.  vol.  iii.  p.  180. 

f  Ibid.  p.  181. 

X  This  is  undoubtedly  admitted  by  our  learned  author.  For  be  fiiyi; 
**  It  is  evident  from  Epiphanius  that  the  Ebionites  did  inot  confider  the 
"  t-wo  frfk  chapters  of  Matthew  as  belonging  to  it;  for  their  copies  were 
"  v/ithout  them,  begi'ming  with  the  third  chapter.'*     Ibid.  p.  ai  j. 

H  Mihi  quoque  a  Nazaracis  qui  in  Berota  urbe  Syriac  hoc  volumiflc 
uiuntur,  dcfcribendi  facultas  fuit.     Catal.  vir.illuftr.  in  Matth. 
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dieir  edidoOy  though  mutilated  and  corrupted^  was  originally 
the  fame  as  that  of  the  Nazareaes.  His  language  does  not 
neceflarily  implj  that  this  gofpel  was  ufed  by  both  m*  the 
£aLmeybrm.  It  is  obfervable  that,  in  every  other  place,  he 
ipeaks  of  the  Nazarenes  only  as  ufing  it. 

By  looking  into  a  paflage  of  Grotius,  I  find  that  he  ma- 
terially admits  the  truth  of  all  that  is  here  aflerted.  As  he 
was  a  Sociaian,  nothing  but  the  force  of  truth  could  have 
made  him  expcefs  himfelf  as  he  does^  His  candid  decla- 
ration certainly  deferves  our  author's  particular  attention. 
**  There  are  fome,"  he  fays,  "  who  think  that  the  Gofpel  of 
*^  the  Nazarenes  alfo  was  mutilated :  but  of  this  I  do  not  find 
*'  any  fufficient  witnefs.  For  Epiphanius  aflerts  the  contrary, 
"  that  thefe,  v/«.  have  the  Gofpel  mofi  entire.  I  know  very 
"  well  that  Jerom  quotes  the  Hebrew  copy  of  Matthew,  in 
''  fuch  a  manner  that  he  may  feem  to  make  it  cooiqipn  to 
*'  Nazarenes  and  ELbionites.  .  But  it  is  my  judgment,  ihat 
'^  it  was  common  to  them,  jufl  as  the  Gofpel  of  Luke  had 
*^  formerly  been  to  Marcion  and  the  Catholics ;  a  few 
'*  things^  which  difpleafed  Marcion,  being  altered.  In  like 
**  manner,  the  Ebionites  deleted  the  whole  of  the  Genea- 
^  logy,  and  what  follows  to  that  place  where  we  have  an 
'*  account  of  Chrift  being  baptized  by  Jc^n,  juft  as  Marcion 
^*  erafed  the  firft  chapters  of  Luke.  But  the  Ebionites 
a&ed  this  part^r  their  own  purpofe^  becaufe  they  wi(hed 
it  to  be  believed  that  Jefus  was  the  fon  of  Jofeph.  But 
^  there  was  not  the  leaft  reafon  for  the  Nazarenes  doing 
"  fo,  as  it  is  not  proved  that  they  differed  from  other  Chri-  • 
*'  fiians  in  what  concerns  faith,  although  they  obferved 
**  the  Jewiih  ceremonies  ♦.  The  author  of  the  Clementine 
Homilies  affords    a   ftriking   proof  of  the  truth    of    the 

K  2  charge 

*  Sunt  qui  putant  et  mutifatum  fuifle  EvangeUum  Nazarfleorura,  cujus 
rei  nufquam  ideneum  re^erio  teftem.    Nam  Epiphanius  contrarium  dicit. 
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charge  exhibited  by  Epjphdnius  againft  the  Ebionites,  as 
to  adulterating  the  Gc  fpei  of  Matthew  ;  while  it  is  a  fur- 
ther evidence  of  the  light  in  which  they  conlidered  the  Old 
Teftament.  For  that  pafTage,  Te  do  err^  not  knowing  tht 
fcripturesi  nor  the  power  of  God^  is  thus  expreiTed  by  him ; 
Ye  do  err  9  not  knowing  the  true  farts  offcripture^  whence  yt 
fire  aljo  ignorant  of  the  power  of  God,  He  at  the  fame 
time  obferves,  that  ChriA  *f  fpoke  this  to  thofe  who  were 
**  debeivied  bj  talfe  fcriptures,  properly  pointing  oiit  tbt 
*•  cauf^  of  the  deception  ^." 

4.  The  Nazarenes,  although  they  adhered  to  the  law 
themtfelves,  did  not  impofe  it  on  Gentile  Chriftians ;  but  the 
.  Ebionites  did.  The  latter  is  acknowledged  by  DrPf* 
He  alfo  admits  that  there  wg-e  Hebrew  Chriftians  who  did 
hot  urge  the  necei&ty  of  the  obfervation  of  the  law  bj 
Gentiles.  <'  Juftin  Martyr,"  he  fays,  '*  makes  410  mention 
"  of  Ebionites,  but  he  fpeaks  of  the  jfewijh  ChrifiianSt 
^*  which  has  bedh  proved  to  be  a  fynonymous  expreffion; 

«and 

eos  ncmpe  habere  Evangclium  irxw^irarof  (^plenijfimum),  Non  ignore 
Hieronymum  ita  Hebraeum  Matthzi  exemplar  citare,  ut  id  commune  vi- 
deatur  facere  Nazaiseis  et  Ebionitrs.  Sed  commune  ilKs  arbitror  fuifl*e, 
ficnt  olim  Catholicis  commune  fuit  cum  Marcione  Evangelium  LuciCt 
paucis  fcilicet  mutatis,  quz  Marcioni  difplicebant.  Ita  et  Ebionits 
deleverant  totam  Genealogiam,  et  quae  fequantur,  ad  cum  locum  obi 
Chriftus  a  Johanne  baptizatur,  plane  ficut  Marcio  prima  Lucas  capita 
indu\it.  Fecerunt  hoc  autem  Ebionitac,  pro  fuo  inHituto,  ut  qui  JefntB 
credi  vellent  natum  ex  Jofephi  concubitu.^Hoc  autem  cur  Nazaraei  face- 
rent  nihil  erat  caufse,  qui  non  probantur  in  fidei  negotio  a  ceteris  Chri- 
ftianis  dilcrepalTe,  quanquam  ritus  Judaicos  obfervabant,  &c.  AnnoLin 
Mattb. 

*  K«<  To<$  avo  raw  4'it/^«ry  y^tc^ait  wXcttufitfoif^  oixu^i  TiK  vAa* 
ftif  y^x(pot**    V  «<>txk»   «e7»of<Tf  xai  Tu»  ivf»ftt9  TV  0i«.     Hom.  2. 

fta.  51.  p.  f>33. 634. 

f  Vol.  iii.  p.ao2. 
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^  and  It  18  plain  that  be  did  not  confider  all  of  them  as  he- 
^  xetics,  bat  onlj  thofe  of  tbem  whp  refufed  to  commuiu- 
*^  catc  with  the  Grentile  Cbriftians.     With  refped  to  the 
<'  reft,  h]&  iajSy  that  he  fliould  have  no  objedion  to  hold  in 
*^  communion  vAih  them.     He  defcribes  tbem  as  periods 
''  who  obferved  the  law, of  Mofes,  but  did  not  impolie  it  on 
"  others.     Who  c^uld  thefc  be  but  Jewifli  Unitariails  ♦  ?" 
Here  Dr  P.  grants  that  there  were  ftvo  Jdnds  of  Hebrew 
ChriiUans :  one,  that  did  not  impofe  the  law  on  the  Gen- 
tiles ;  another,  that  did.    In  the  latter  clUs  he,  indeed,  in- 
cludes the  Nazarenes  as  weU  as  the  Ebionites ;  but  with- 
out any  proof,  naj,  in  oppofition  to  fufficient  proof  to  the 
contrarj.    For  it  has  been  already  Ihewn  from  this  very 
paflage  of  Juftin,  that  thefe,  whom  he  defcribes  as  not  for- 
cing the  law  on  the  Gentiles,  wefe  entirely  different  from 
Ebionites,  not  only  in  their  pradice,  but  in  their  faith.  For 
they  believed  that  ^  Chriil,  the  Son  of  God,  was  before 
<*  Lucifer  and  the  moon  f-"  '  Who  could  thefe  be  but  Na- 
zarenes, is  it  appears  from  a  variety  of  other  evidence  that 
this  was  their  faith«     But  at  any  r^te,  our  author  grants 
.that  there  were  two  kinds  of  Jewifli  Chriftians.     As  the 
one  communicated  with  the  uncircumcifed,  and  the  other 
did  not,  it  certainly  follows  that  they  would  not  communi- 
cate with  each  other.    For,  as  things  which  agree  in  one 
thu^,  agree  .with  each  other ;  the  reveife  of  this  axiom 
has  always  appeared  in  the  hiftory  of  the  church.    Thpfe 
who  have  differed  as  to  communion  with  a  third  party, 
bave  not  agreed  to  communicate  with  each  other.     Dr  P. 
may  infill  to  give  the  name  of  Ebionites,  or  of  Nazarenes, 
to  both  thefe  bodies  of  Hebrew  Chriflians.    ,But  in  what 
way  foever  they  were  denominated,  it  is  obvious  that  diey 
were  not  the  fame  people, 

5.  The  Ebionites  rejefbed,  hated  and  curfed  Paul  as  an 

K  3.  appelate 

^  Vol.  iii.  p.  aoi,  20a.  f  See  above,  Pvl33}  &c. 
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apoftate  from  the  law  ♦.  Nothing  of  this  kind  has  been 
charged  againft  the  Nazarenes.  It  is  evident  that  the^firff 
who  bore  this  name  received  him.  Surely  we  cannot  judge 
more  fafely  of  the. faith  of  the  primitive  xhurch,  than  from 
the  Apoftles.  But  James,  Cephas  and  John,  perceiving  the 
grace  of  God  that  was  given  unto  Paul,  gave  him  the  right 
hand  of  fellow/hip^  Gal.  ii.  9.  Nay,  it  was  after  that  Riul, 
together  with  Barnabas,  had  been  received  of  the  churchy  and 
of  the  apoftles  and  elder Sy  after  they  had 'declared  to  all  the 
fHultitude  what  God  had  wrought  among  the  Gentiles^  that  the 
fentence  recorded  A6b  xv.  4.  12.  was  unanimoufly  pafl*ed« 
It  has  been  inconteftably  proved  from  Jerom,  that  the  later 
Nazarenes  paid  the  greatcft   refpedto  the*  Apoftle  of  the 

•  Gentiles. 

6;  It  does  not  appear  that  the  Ebionites  received  any 
part  of  the  New  Teftament,  but  their  mutilated  and  cor- 
rupted cbpy  of  the  Gofpel  of  Matth^.  Dr  P.,  in  that 
very  chapter  in  which  he  treats  of  the  Sacred  hooks  of  the 
Ebionites',  mentions  no  other.  It  is  no  where  faid  that  the 
Nazarenes  rejefted  the  reft  of  the  New  Teftament.-  As 
the  Gofpel  of  John,  and  the  A6b,  were  found  at  Tibe- 
rias, translated  into  Hebrew,  it  is  moft  probable  that  this 
was  done  by  Nazarenes.  The  words  of  Epiphanius  clear- 
ly imply  that  they  received,  not  only  the  Gofpel  of  Mat- 
thew, but  the  reft  of  the  canon.     *'  They  ufe,**  *he  fays, 

' "  not  only  the  New  Teflnment^  but  alfo  the  Old  in  the  fame 
"  inanner  as  the  Jews  f."  Mofheim  conjedures  that  they 
might  even  admit  the  Epiftles  of  Paul,  ufing  a  forced  inter- 
pretation, as  many  others  have  done.  There  were  fome, 
ihdeed,  who  wrejied  them  very  early.     A  little  ingenuity 

might 

♦  Euf.  HiH.  1.  3.  c.  26.    Epiphan.  User.  30.  f.  16.    Hieron.  in  M»t. 

•  •  • 

Xll.  2. 

%xk  01  Iv^atdi.    Haer.  29.  §  7.  p*  122. 
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might  enaUe  a  man  as  eafilj  to  (hew  that  Paul  vras  no  ene- 
my to  the'oUigadon  of  the  law  on  Hebrew  ChrifKanSy  as 
that  he  did  not  helieve  the  dignity  of  our  Saviour.  Ori- 
gen,  as  we  (hall  afterwards  fee,  has  exercifed  his  ingenuity 
in  the  former  refpedf  in  his  interpretation  of  thofe  words, 
Do  ye  not  bear  the  law  /  But  as  it  has  been  proved. that  the 
Nazarenes  acknowledged  Paul  as  an  Apodle,  it  is  not  con- 
ceivable that  they  fhould  rejed:  his  epiftles. 

We  have  already  feen  that  the  other  pai;ts  of  the  canon, 
although  /eje&ed  by  Ebionites,  were  received  by  the  ge* 
nUine  Hebrew  Chriftians.  Would  James,  and  C^has,  and 
John  acknowledge  diofe  as  brethren,  who  rejedled  their 
own  writings  ?  Nay,  can  'any  reafonable  mart,  fuppofe  that 
thofe  would  pretend  to  fubmit  to  the  authority  of  thefe 
Apoftles,  who  would  not  read  their  .writings  ?  Even,  for  a 
moment,  letting  afide  the  idea  of  their  infpiration,  is  the 
fuppofition  admiilible  ?  Would  thpfe^  in  our  own  time,  be 
accotmted  genuine  Unitarians,  who  would*  rejed  all  the 
writings  ef  Dr  Prieftley,  Mr  lindfey,  &c.  who  as  Paul 
fpeaks,  feem  to  be  pillars  /  What  would  be  thought,  if  they 
Ihoold  notwithflandiug  pretend  that  they  were  their  only 
genuine  difciples  ?  The  very  narrow  limits  of  the  canon 
of  the  Ebionites  is,  of  itfelf,  a  fufficient  proof  that  they 
were  from  the  beginning  obftinate  heretics. 

7*  The  Ebionites  believed  die  doftrine  of  a  Millenium. 
I  do  not  mean,  that  it  was  believed  among  them,  as  among 
Chriftians  in  general.  It  was  not  an  opinion  adopted  by 
one  individual,  ^d  rejeded  by  another.  It  was  one  of  the 
articles  of  their  creed,  peculiarly  charaderiftic  of  the  fed. 
They  borrowed  it  from  the  fynagogue ;  and,  in  this  in- 
Aance,  incorporated  into  their,  fcheme  of  Chriftianity  al- 
moft  all  the  ideas  of  the  Jews  with  refped  to  their  Meffiah, 
and  his  future  temporal  kingdom.  Some  Genfile  Chri- 
ftians have  entertained  very  carnal  ideas  on  this  fubjdfl:. 

K  4  Among 
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Atiiong  thefe  we  may  reckon  Painas  and  Iren^ras^.  But 
it  c^mnot  be  fuppofed  tliat  any  of  them  went  fe  far  as 
the  Ebionitef.  For  they  retained  fo  mach  of  their  origi- 
nal Judaifm  as  to  believe  that  the  Gentiles  would  be  obli- 
ged to  fubmit  to  circumcifion  and  th^  other  ceremonies  of 
the  law ;  and  that  thej  would  be  admitted  into  the  churchf 
only  by  becoming  fervants  of  the  Jews  +. 

Whilejerom  exprefely  declares  that  thefe  were  the  fen- 
timents  of  the  Ebionites,  he  no  where  afcribes  them  to  the 
Nazarenes.  This  he  cehainly  would  have  done,  had  they 
been  chargeable  v^th  them,  confidering  his  zeal  againft  \bt 
Millenarian  fcheme.  This  was  fo  great,  that  he  takes 
every  opportunity  of  introducing  it,  and  cannot  fbfir 
Irenaeus  himfelf  to  pais  without  cenfure  (.  '  The  Naza- 
renes could  not  believe  this  doArine,  in  the  fenfe  of  the 
Ebionites.  For  they  confidered  the  Gentiles  as  true  con- 
verts to  Chriftianity  ||,  who,  becaufe  of  their  not  fubmittiiig 
to  the  law  of  Mofes,  were  accounted  heretics  by  the  £bio- 
nites. 

8.  The  Ebionites  were  not  only  attached  to  the  rites  of 
the  Pharifees,  but  blended  the  opinions  and  pra&ices  of  the 
Samaritans  with  their  Judaitn.  Epiphanius  is  fo  particu- 
lar as  to  the  latter,  that  without  rejefling  him  entirely  as  a 

witneis, 

*  Iren.  tdv.  Hscr.  lib.  $•  c.  32,  33. 

t  Judaei  et  Judaici  crroris  Hcbionitjc,— omnefque  mille  annorum  dc- 
licias  praeftoUntes ;  cquos  ct  quadrigas,  ct  rhcdas.  ct  leaucas,  five  bi- 
fternas,  et  dormitoria,  mulofquc  ct  mulas,  ct  camicas,  ct  diverfi  generis 
vehicula,  fic  intelligunt,  ut  Icripta  funt .  Quod  videlicet  ia  confuniau- 
tione  mu:)dt,  quando  Chridu^  Hicrufalem  regnaturus  advenerit ;  et  tern- 
plum  fucrit  inflauratum,  ct  immolatsc  Judaic^  vidlimse,  dc  toto  orbe  rc- 

ducantur  filii  Ifraci : occurcntibus   fibi  cun<^is  gentibus,  quae  coruo 

fervituti  foerint  preparatse.     Hicron.  in  Efai.  livi.  19.  20.     Sperant 

cifcumciiionis  injuriam.  In  cap.  liv.  II.   Pnxsm.  inlib.xviii.  Comineo:. 
in  Efai. 

4  Proocm.  fup.  citaL  g  lo  Efai.  ix.  i.  fup.  cit. 
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witndsy  we  cannot  well  refiife  his  teffimony.  He  fays  of 
Ebion  :  **  But  this  many1>y  his  imitating  the  Samaritans^ 
**  goes  {^  beyond  the  Jews."  Then  he  proceeds  to  men- 
tion particalarsy  which  may  be  feen  in  hb  work  *.  Bnt  he 
exhibits  no  fudi  charg^againft  the  Nazarenes,  though  evi» 
dently  no  wife  partial  to  them.  Of  them  he  &ys ;  **  They 
**  are  entirely  Jews,  and  nothing  befides  t " 

'As  £piphanins  id  fo  clear  and  explicit  in  his  teftimony 
againft  the  Ebionites,  Dr  P.  wiihes  to  impreis  his  reader 
with  an  idea  of  the  partiality  of  this  writer.  ^^  There  b 
one  thing/'  he  bjs^  *^  which  he  lays  to  their  charge, 
which  thoogh  abfolutely  incredible^  it  is  not  eafy  to  ac- 
^  ooont  for.  For  he  &ys  that  ^  the  Ebicmites  severe  water 
*  as  a  God  t*'  But  in  our  author's  c6ndu3  we  may  dif- 
cem  the  operation  of  the  'fame  principle  which  he  afciibes 
to  Epiphanius,  although  in  the  other  extreme.  His  deter« 
mination'  to  believe  nothing  to  the  prejudice  of  the  Ebio- 
nites,  readers  him  incapable  of  inveftigating  the  truth.  For 
this  charge  is  neither  incredible,  nor  hard  to  be  accounted 
for.  Epiphanius  himfelf  accounts  for  it.  In  the  fentence 
ifaimediately  following,  he  lays ;  ^*  They  conftantly  wafli 
"  themfelves  in  water,  in  fummer  as  well  as  in  winter,  for 
**  the  iake  pf  purification  in  the  fame  manner  as  the  Sama- 
"  ritans  §."  Afterwards  he  obferves,  that  "  in  the  Travels 
**  of  Peter  J  a  work  corrupted  by  the  Ebionites,  they  reprc- 
^  ient  him  as  wafhing  every  day,  for  the  purpofe  of  puri- 

**fyiaj 

•  H«r.  30.  C  2. 

\  T«  9ei.*iot  h  tkvif  hi^attotf  Jtan  nhf  rre^or.     Haer.  29.  C  7. 

I  Vol.  iiL  p.  205.  206. 

(   T«  v^^  «v1«  Sttf  tx^^^         '^Vfi^fif  h  0-%irrt^orrm4  m  rug 

r«(i.    Opera^  vol.  i.  p.  53. 
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"^fying  himfelf,  as  they  were  themfelves  wont  to  do  V 
Wc  have  the  (ame  work,  as  to  the  fubftance  of  it,  in  the 
Recognitions  and  Homilies ;  according  to  our  author,  the  only 
remnants  of  the  learning  of  early  Unitarians  :  and  in  both 
this  condud  is  afcrihed  to  Peter.  H^  is  repreiented  as  waih- 
ing  before  eating  f,  as  wafhitig  before  prayer  J,  nay,  "  thtt 
•*  he  might  pray  J,"  as  waftiing  every  day,  when  he  found 
abundance  of  water,  either  in  the  fea  or  elfewhere  || ;  the 
very  thing  that  Epiphanius  aflerts  of  the  Ebionites  *•.  Pe- 
ter is  made  to  fay  that  "  all  things  are  generated  from  the 
**  water  ff,"  that  "  the  water  produces  ^  things,"  and  that 
"  water  is  firft  begotten  J  J." 

Thus,  it  •appears  that  the  charge  may  not  only  be  ac- 
counted for^  but  that  it  is  not  in  itfelf  incredible.  For  Ep- 
phanius  evidently  means  that  the  Ebionites  feemed  to  think 
that  there  was  fomething  divine  in  water.  He  limits  the 
fenfe  of  his  ilrong  language,  when  exhibiting  the  l^une 
charge  againft  the  Sampfseans  or  Elceiaites,  with  whom  he 
lays  the  Ebionites  were  connefted  :  "  They  have  a  great 
**  veneration  for  water.  For  they  almoil  account  it  a  God, 
**  aiTerting  that  it  is  the  fource  of  life  5§."  They  aKo  exhi- 

bit 

ttrot,     Haer.  30.  fed.  15. 

f  Recog.  lib.  4.  f.  i.  lib.  5.  f.  ^6.    Horn.  lib.  8.  f.  2. 
X  Recog.  lib.  8.  f.  i.  lib.  10.  f.  i. 

fi;|t}Tai.      Hom.  xi.  f.  I. 

II  Horn.  X.  I.  xi.  I.  **  Haer.  30.  f.  2. 

ff  Omnia  gignuntur  ex  aquis,  Recog.  lib.  6.  f.  8. 

Xt   T«  iretvra  to  v^v^  xo»«i. — Tl^uroyortt  v^xrt,  Hom.  XU  f.  24* 
§§    Til«uuT«i  0:  *a»   TO    vou.^,  Kact  .rttTo  a>;    0ifl»    tjytfrrai  rynh^i 
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bit  the  moft  ftriking  refemblance  of  the  Hemerobap' 
tifts*.  ' 

We  have  ahready  feen  how  bitter  the  Nazarenes  wfere  ia 
their  oppoiition  to  the  Pharifaical  rites,  and  to  the  tradi-* 
tions  of  the  elders.  Is  it,  then,  in  the  lead  degree  fuppofai- 
ble,  that  they  would  join  in  communion  with  thofe  who 
nrged  daily  waihing  as  a  necefiarj  mean  ^  mental  purifi- 
cation ?• 

9.  The  Ebionites  adopted  various  errors  of  the  Gno^ 
ftics  f .  No  infinuatioii  of  this  has  been  given,  by  any  wri- 
ter, concerning  the  Nazarenes^  '  But  as  our  learned  author 
is  Very  anxious  to  prove,  that  the  Ebionites  were  at  the 
greateft  diftance  from  the  Gnoftics,  I  fliall  afterwards  coI^' 
fider  this  article  by  itfelf. 

Dr.  P.,  having,  as  he  apprehends,  done  fuch  great  things, 
hopes  that  he  **  fhall  hear  no  more  of  the  Nazarenes  as  an 
**  evidence  of  the  antiquity  of  tl\e  Trinitarian 'doftrine  J.** 
But  after  what  we  have  feen  concerning  the  foul-fubverting 
Ebionites,  we  have  certainly  much  more  reafon  to  exprefe. 
oiu:  hope,  that  we  fhall  heur  no  more  of  them  as  the  ge- 
nuine Hebrew  Chriftians. 

It  appears  from  what  we  have  feen>  indeed,  that  the  dif- 
pute  between  Dr  P.  and  the  orthodox  comes  to  a  very  nar- 
row point.  He  believes  that  the  Ebionites  were  the  only 
genuine  Hebrew  Chridians,  who  immediately  received  the 
dodrine  of  our  Lord,  and  of  his  Apoftles.  Thence,  he 
pleads  for  the  rejeftion  of  the  doftrine  of  our  Saviour's  di- 
vinity, as  it  was  not  acknowledged  by  them.  But  if  the 
^gument  be  good  here,  it  muft  be  equally  good  in  other 

refpe^. 

•  Epiphan.  \ixr,  1 7.  vid.  Annot.  Petavii.  Euleb.  Hift.  1.  4.  c.  la** 
Apoft.  Conftitut.  1.  6,  c.  6.  Recog.  Clement.  1.  z.  c.  54.  Coteierii  Pat 
Vol.  i.  p.  499. 

t  Epiph.haBr.  30.  f.  3'.  \  Vol.  iii.  p.  X^a. 

^  Vol.  iii.  p.  190. 
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refpefis.  To  be  confifteat  with  himfelf,  he  ought  to  beUere 
that  thejr  were  the  proper  judges  of  the  facred  canon.  But 
as  he  does  not  pretend  t^at  thej  received  any  part  of  the 
New  Teftament,  but  the  GoTpel  of  Matthew,  why  does  he 
receive  any  othet  ?  He  adopts  the  fyfiem  of  Toland.  But 
vhj  does  he  not  cany  it  all  its  proper  and  natural  Icngdi? 
The  iT.fidel  had  greatly  the  advantage  of  our  learned  aiu 
thor.  By  narro'^ing  the  limits  of  what  he  pretended  to 
call  the  Gofpel,  he  gave  himfelf  a  great  deal  lels  trooUe. 
Did  Dr  P.,  after  the  example  of  the  Ebionites,  and  of  thk 
worthy  forerunner,  obferve.  the  fame  plan,  he  would  eafilj 
get  rid  of  a  great  many  troublefome  texts,  Ul-digefied  Jlo- 
ries.  and  inconclufioe  reafonings. 

The  true  difciples  of  Jefus,  and  of  the  Apoftles,  as  Dr  P. 
believe^,  rejected  Paul.  He  receives  him,  indeed,  with  an 
evident  grudge,  which  looks  as  if  it  were  hereditary. .  For 
the  reafonings  which  he  reckons  often  inconclt^ve  are  thofe 
of  Paul.  But  why  does  he  pretend  to  rec^ve  him,  or  cjM^ 
him  at  all  ?  If  rejeded  by  the  genuine  membeis  of  die 
primitive  and  apoftolic  church,  he  mufl  have  been  an  im- 
pojior.  Let  our  author  plainly  tell  us,  if  he  thinks  thai 
Paul  was  an  Apojlle  of  man,  and  hy  man  /  If  he  docs  not, 
he  virtu-^Uy  reje6b  the  Ebionites  as  heretics.  For  thofc 
muA  have  been  heretics,  and  accoimted  fuch  by  the  primi' 
tive  church,  who  rejeded  him  who  was  an  Apojlle  of  Jefti 
Cbrijl,  and  hy  the  will  of  God.  If  our  author  really  agrct 
with  them,  he  ought  certainly  to  reje^  Paul,  for  the  lame 
reafon,  becaufe  he  was  an  enemy  to  the  law  of  Mofes.  If 
he  fix  on  any  other,  he  renoimces  the  only  pretence  they  bad 
for  reje6Hng  Paul,  and  dt'n ounces  them  as,  in  this  inflance, 
rebels  ijrain  d.vine  authority.  If  he  :eft  in  thb  realbo, 
I  would  beg  leave  to  alk  the  learned  Grentl^man,  why  be 
dojs  not,  like  them,  u  :  the  ueceflity  o^  obfcrvin  tlie  h^* 
For  if  they  did  not  rebel  agaiufl  God,  in  rejediDg  him 
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I  laid  claim  to  a  divine  revelation,  with  refpeft  to  the 
d(Mn  of  the  Gentiles  from  that  joke,  Paul  was  indeed 
ere  pretender.  As  it  is  undeniable  that  the  Ebionites 
rted  that  the  law  of  Mofes  was  binding  on  all,  Gen*^ 
I  as  well  as  Jews,  in  order  to  (alvati  )n ;  if  thej  were 

genuine  Hebrew  Ci  riftians,  this  muft  have  been  the 
xine  of  the  Apoftles,  -and  jtherefore  of  divine  autho* 
.  If  foy  it  ought  to  be  ours.  \^t  Unitarians  iet  the 
IS  example*  They  cannot  be  accounted  coniiftent  in 
rending  that  the  Ebionites  were  the  genuine  difciples  of 
Apofilesy  until  they  teacb  the  brethren^  and  Jay  ^  Except  ye 
ircmmcifed  after  the  manner  of  Mojes^ye  cannot  befaved^ 
5  XV.  I.    But  this  is  not  enough.     A  ptadical  fubmif- 

to  this  Jewiih  rite  will  be  fzx  more  winning  to  their 
>w  confeflbrs  of  the  unity ^  than  any  mere  conformity  of 
trine.  No  letttrs  to  the  Jews  will  be  fo  acceptable,  as 
Ce  written  in  the  blood  of  the  Gentiles. 


CHAP.      VI. 

at  tbere  were  Orthodox  Jews  at  ^erufaUm^  fubfequent  to 
be  Hime  of  Adrian. 

SECTION    I. 

TeJlifnonie4  of  Origen^  Sulpicius  Severus^  Wc . 

S  R  Priestley  next  proceeds  to  examine  what  has  been 
"'  aflerted  with  refped  to  the  exiflence  of  a  church  of 
vs  at  Jeru£sdemy  believing  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour, ' 
tt  Adrian  had  publiihed  his  fevere  edid  againft  the  Jews. 
4^oiheim/'  he  faye,  *^  fpeakjs  of  a  church  of  Trinitarian 
ewsy  who  had  abandoned  the  law  of  Moles,  iic  *."   Our 

author 

•  Vol.  iii.  p.  190. 
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author  exprefles  great  difiatisfaftion  with  him  for  lajing 
that  **  Origen  muft  hjiVe  known  of  this  church,"  and  fcr 
**  taxing  him  with  afferting  a  wilful"  falfehood."  The  paf- 
fage  from  Mofheiih  is  not  quoted  in  this  work.  But  that 
writer,  in  his  Vindicue^  at  leaft,  does  not  fpeak  of  a  chwrA 
of  orthodox  Jews,  but  only  of  **  a  church  chiefly  compo&d 
"of  Jews  *."  The  paflage  referred  to  in  Origen,  is  that  ifl 
which  he  defcribes  |he  Jewifh  Chriftians,  without  diftinc- 
tion,  as  called  Eiionites^  and  as  not  forfaking  the  law  of 
their  fathers. 

But  as  to  what  is  really  aflerted  by  Origen  in  this  place, 
it  would  appear  that  we  ought  to  lay  very  little  flxds  on 
his  tefHmony.  Much  has  been  already  written  on  this  point. 
But  after  the  moft  impartial  examination  of  the  fiibjefi^ 
the  charge  exhrbited  againft  Origen,  firfl  by  Moiheim,  and 
of  late  by  the  learned  Dr  Horfley,  feems^  to  me  too  weD- 
founded.  For  indeed,  Origen  reafons  like  a  man  deter- 
mined to  oppofe  his  adveriary  at  all  points,  and  to  graip  at 
any  apparent  advantage  in  the  argument ;'  though  the  troth, 
to  fay  no  worfe,  fhould  be  concealed.  A  tranflation  of  the 
paffage,  in  its  connexicm,  will  be  the  fairell  mode  of  trial, 
and  afford  the  moft  decilive  evidence.  It  will  be  remem- 
bered that  Celfus,  in  the  work  to  which  Origen  replies, 
introduces  a  Jew  as  the  fpeaker. 

Origen  exprefles  himfelf  in  this  manner  :  "  Let  us  there- 
**  fore  attend  to  what  he  fays  to  thole  who  from  among  the 
"  Jews  believe.     He  aflerts  that  *  tliey  who  have  abandon- 

*  ed  the  law  of  their  fathers,  have  been  allured  in  their 

*  minds  by  Jefus,  entirely  and  ridiculoufly  deceived,  and  that 

*  they  have  made  a  tranfition  to  another  name,  and  to  ano- 

*  tber 

t  Cactiim  anne  Hierofolymitanum  ignorabat,  qui  quam  e  Judatis  mix»* 
mam  parffcm  coUedlus  eflet,  ftatis  taracn  patrum  caBrimoniis  dadum  nno- 

tium  niferat  ? Ego  huic  tcftr,  ctiam  jurato,  fidem  habere  me  nJ« 

poflc  protiteor.     Cap.  7.  C  p.  p.  204,  235. 
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*  ther  mode  of  life  ?'  ,B)it  this  he  did  not  underftand,  that 
"  thofe  of  the  Jews  who  have  believed  in  Chrift,  have  not 
**  left  the  law  of  their  fathers.  For  they  live  according  to 
*'  it ;  being  named  after  the  beggarly  expedation  of  the 
**  law.  For  a  poor  man  is  by  the  Jews  called  Ebion  ;  and 
"  thofe  of  the  Jews,  who  have  received  Jefus  as  Chrift,  are 
**  called  Ehionites.  And  even  Peter  for  along  time  feems 
f*  to  have  obfierved  the  Jewifti  rites,  according  to  the  law 
f*  of  MofeSy  as  not  having  learned  from  Jefus  to  afcend  fix>n]| 
•*  that  which  is  according  to  the  letter  to  that  which  is  fpi- 
f*  ritual :  as  appears  from  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles." 

Here  he  gives  an  account  of  the  embafly  of  Cornelius, 
and  of  Peter's  viSon,  Ads  x.  9. — 15.  adding  :  "  Obferve 
*«  here,   what  plan   Peter  approves,  yet  adhering  to  the 
**  Jewifli  rites,  *with  refped  to  things  clean  smd  uncleaiu 
*'  And  from  what  follows,  it  appears  that  he  had  need  of 
^  the  vifion,  that  he  might  communicate  the  words  of  the 
•*  faidi  to  Cornelius,  who  was  not  an  Ifraelite  according  to 
-**  the  flefh,  and  to  thofe  with  him,  (Peter)  himfelf  b^g 
**  yet  a  Jew ;  and  as  he  lived  according  to  the  Jewifli  tra- 
^  ditions,  defpifing  thofe  who  lived  without  Judaiim.  Alip, 
**  in'the  epifile  to  the  CJalatians,  Paul  fliews  that  Peter,  be- 
*'  ing  yet  afraid  of  the  Jews,  refrained  fi-om  eating  with 
*  the  Gentiles.    James  having  come  down  to  him,  he  with- 
**  drew  himfelf  ftom  them,  being  afraid  of  thofe  of  the 
^'  circumdifion.     Ajid  even  the  reft  of  the  Jews^  and  Bar'> 
**  nabas,  aded  the  fame  part.     And  the  confequence  was, 
**  that  the  Apoftles  of  the  circumcifion  did  not  apoflatize 
"  from  the  Jewifli  cuftoms,  when  t6of<^  whofeemed  to  he  pil- 
**  lars  gave  the  right  hand  of  fellow/hip  to  Paul  and  Barnabas^ 
**  that  they  might  go  to  the  Gentiies  ;  themfelves  departing 
^  to  the  circumcifion.     But  why  do  I  fpeak  of  the  mini- 
"  fters  of   the  circumcifion  withdrawing  and  feparating 
"  themfelves  from  the  Cxentiles,  when  Paul  himfelf  to  the 
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^  Jefws  became  a  Jew.  that  he  might  gain  the  Jews?  Where- 
^  ibre»  as  it  is  written  in  the  Ad$  of  the  Apoftles,  he  alb 
^  broaght  s^i  offering  to  the  altar,  that  he  might  perliiade 
^  the  Jews  that  he  had  not  apoftatized  from  the  law. . 

*^  Had  Celfus  known  all  thefe  things,  he  would  not  have 
^  introdnced  a  Jew  thus  addrei&ng  thole  who  had  been 
'*  converted  from  Jadaifm  :  *  What  have  je  undergone,  0 

*  citizens,  that  ye  have  forfaken  the  law  of  your  fathers, 
^  futd  being  enticed  by  him,  of  whom  ye  have  now  fpoken, 

*  have  been  thoroughly  and  ridiculoufly  deceived,  and  0ed 

*  from  us  to  another  name,  and  to  another  manner  of  li- 

*  ving  ?'  Since  I  have  already  mentioned  Peter,  and  tibxA 
^  who  preached  the  Chriflian  dodxine  to  the  circumdfioD; 
'^  it  feems  not  improper  in  this  place  to  produce  a  oertaia 
^  faying  of  Jefus  from  the  Grofpel  according  to  John,  and 
^  its  interpretation.     /  have  yet  many  things  to  fay  /oyos, 

hut  ye  cannot  hear  them  now.  Howheit^  when  be^  the  Sfi- 
rii  of  truth  is  come^  he  will  guide  you  into  all  truth :  fir 
•*  he  fhall  not  fpeak  of  himfelf;  hut  wbatfoever  he  JhaU 
^  hear,  that  fhall  he  fpeak.  And  here  we  inquire,  what 
*'  were  thefe  many  things  which  Jefus  had  to  lay  to  his  diP 
**  ciples,  which  they  were  not  then  able  to  bear  ?  To  the 
**  Apoltles,  who  were  Jews,  and  educated  according  to  the 
**  letter  of  the  Mofaic  law,  perhaps  he  had  to  &y  what  the 
**  new  law  was,  and  of  what  fymbols  and  ihadows  of  hea- 
venly things  the  Jewifli  worlhip  confifted,  and  of  what  good 
things  to  come,  the  law  concerning  meats  and  drinks* 
^  and  feaiis  and  new-moons,  and  fabbaths,  contained  a  iba- 
"  dow." 

After  feme  illuftration,  and  giving  it  as  his  opinion  that 
this  was  the  truth  which  the  Holy  Spirit  was  to  teach,  On- 
gen  adds :  "And  according  to  the  promile  of  Jefus,  the 
**  ■  ;;'rit    f  inith  came  up^n  Peter,  faying  to  him,  conccni* 

•*  Ai.g  tht  four-footed  bcafb  and  reptiles  of  the  earth,  Ariff 
2  "/tf<r 


ti 


fcliip.  VI.  yerti/a/em  ciftir  Adiian.  Pit 

"  Pcter^  Jldy  and  eat.  And  it  came  to  him  while  yct'tm- 
der  the  power  of  fuperftition.  For  he  even  ikys  to  the  ' 
heavenly  voice,  Not  fo  Lord;  for  I  have  never  eaten  any 
**  thing  common  or  nnclean.  And  he  taught  him  the  doc- 
**  trine  concerning  true  and  fpiritual  meats  in  thefe  words ; 
^^  What  God  batb  eUanfed,  call  not  tbou  common.  And 
"from  the  time  of  that  vifion,  the  Spirit  of  truth,  leading 
"'Peter  into  all  truth,  feid  many  things  to  him  which  he 
"  could  not  bear,  when  Jefus  converfed  with  him  according 
"  to  the  flefli.  But  indeed,  we  Ihall  have  another  oppor- 
*|  tunity  of  enlarging  on  thefe  tjiings  which  refpe£l  the  ac- 
<<  ceptance  of  the  law  of  MoiSes.  It  is  now  propofed  to 
**  demonftrate  the  ignorance  of  Celfus-,  who  makes  the  Jew 
"  (ay  to  his  fellow-citizens  of   Ifrael  believing  in  Jefus : 

*  On  account  of  what  fufierings  have  ye  left  die  law  of 

*  your  fathers  ?'  and  what  follows.  But"  how  have  they 
*'  left  the  law  of  their  fathers,  who  in  thefe  words  chal- 
**  lenge  thofe  whg  do  not  hear  it ;  Tell  me,  ye  who  acknow^ 
"  ledge  the  law,  do  ye  not  bear  tbe  law  /  For  it  is  written 
"  that  Abraham  bad  two  fonsj  and  downwards  to.  Which' 
"  things  are  an  allegory,  and  fo  on.  And  how  h^ive  thefe 
"  forfaken  the  law  of  their  fathers,  who,  in  their  difcotvie, 
*'  are  conflantly  fpeaking  of  their  patertial  concerns  ^  and 
"  faying  ;  Saitb  not  the  law  tbeje  tbings  alfo  /  For  it  is  writ* 
"  ten  in  the  law  of  Mofes,  Tboufhalt  not  mu%%le  tbe  ox  that 
"  treadetb  out  tbe  corn.  Doih  God  take  care  for  oxen  f 
"  Or  faith  be  it  aliogetber  for  our  fakes  ?  For  our  fakes,  no 
"  doubt,  this  is  written  ;  and  fo  forth." 

And  how  confufedly  does  the,  Jew,  "  introduced  by  Cel- 
*^  fus,  fpeak,  when  he  had  it  in  his  power  to  have  &id 
"with  niore  appearance  of 'truth;  ^  Some,  indeed,  have 
'  renounced  our  cuftoms  under  the  pretext  of  interpreta- 

*  tions  and  alleigories  :  and  others  idfo  interpreting,  as  you 

*  profefi,  fpiritiially,  while  ye  neverthelefe  obferve   the 

Vol.  II.  L  *  cuftoms 


t6t  Orthoiix  yiwf  0$  Book  V. 

*'  cnftoms  of  the  fathers;  and  others  of  jfou,  witlioiiLt  any 
^  interpretation,  meline  both  to  receive  Jefbs  aa  for^toHy 
^  and  to  obferve  t&e  Molaic  law,  according  to  the  cuftooi 

*  of  your  anceihurs ;  ts  having  all  tbe.mmd  of  the  Spirit  in 
^  the  letter.'  But  how  could'  Celfiia  dearly  diftinguifc  thefe 
'^  thingSy  Tn^o,  in  die  progrefi  of  his  di£coar{e^  has  made 
*'  mention  of  here&s  the  mspft  impious  and  £Kdqgn  to  tfie 
^  doBxine  of  Jefus,  and  of  othen  renaundng  the  Makes  of 
**  die  world :  but  did  not  know  that  the  Ifraeliteiy.  believing 
''  in  Jeftts>  had  not  left  die  law  of  dieir  fadiers  ?  For  it  wa& 
'^  not  his  intention,  widi  a.fineere  love*  to  the  truth,  to  cx»- 
^  mine  all  thefo  things  in  their  proper  oi?der,  that  if  he  {ofis^ 
*^  any  diing  u&ful,  he  mijght  receive  it :  but  as  an  enemyf 
<<  and  wholly  bent  on  perverting  what  he  heard,  he  .wtotr 
**  fuch  things.  With  him,  the  Jew  goes  on,  addreffing  tbe 
<*  believers  of  that  nation  ?  <  Yefterday,.  and  the  day.  btfofr, 

*  even  whfni  we  fuf&ied  puniihment  from  that  perfsn  vrho 
'  drove  us  away  like  beaf^,  ye  apoftatized  from,  the  law  of 
'  your  fathers  :'  while,  as  we  have  {hewn,  he  knows  nothii^ 

*  exaftly  concerning  thefe  things  of  which  he  fpeaks  ♦." 

Origen's 

rtfti,  h,  hik  ^M}7tf/A«y«t,  &tiM(r6%  tcmt  rot  In^tit  ir»^m3tleicr6«n  at  ir(*> 
in  At^»  i;^oyri(  r*f  vttiirm  rw  WftVfMtr^t  tat,  mXXu,  y»^  voitt  KiAr*^ 

XUfmrm  ror  imMH^ya**  tpc  dill.  Ill  xuk  I^^miAitm;  ii^  h^ava  wtrum* 
aurot  Uhtt9f  v^f  rv(  mft^  rm  Xmh  ^i^rwrarrat*  **  tri  x^H  *»• 
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Ongea**  avowed  dtfign  in  this  pafHigey  is  le  pvove  the 
hH&tf  of  the  ebai^ge  broughl  by  Gelfos  agaiaft  ^e  Hebrew 
believers^  that  ^^y^^  defeited  the'  law*     As  Celfos  had  ca- 
lumfiiated  Jdte,  Origen,  Avhile  he  pFov*ed  Ae  gromndkfi* 
Beft  rf  tk«  ao6u&aQii,  might  ^ink  himfl^lf  excufabk  in 
talu»g  »i  ar^ily  and'  evvR  a  difiAgehttons  method.    There- 
for, as  CSelfbs  had  esthibited  hi9  change  without  any  'esi* 
cepti^^  Olngcai  firft  a'^aik  himfetf  of  this  eireumftance, 
by  fl^^  deayiiig  It.    To  llippoFt  his  negative,  he  produces 
pap^pithr  hs^kaaai^s^  9S  the  contrary  of  what  the  heathen 
writ^  ha4  affisrted  -,  aa  if  thefe  had  been  fufficiient  to  dif- 
pro^'^  the  charge  as  to  aiii   Nuy,  he  not  only  ftems  to  have 
B9  fcpttpte  abont  reafening  from  a  particular  to  an  univer- 
&1 9  but  when  h^  introduces  the  Ebionites,  it  is  in  fuch  a 
manner  as  if  he  wifhed  it  to  appear  that  they  were  the 
only  believers  of  Jewiih  eztraft ;  although  he  afterwards 
acknov4iM|ge9  the  contrary.     Gelfus  having  perfonated  a 
}ew^  ^e  would  think  that  Qrigen  had  reckoned  it  the  beft 
ymj  ei  aafweiing  him,  to  fpeak  in  the  perfon  of  an  £bid- 
Htfee.  For  no  one  who  difowned  the  obligation  of  the  Mo&fe 
laW|  aiAing'honeiMy,  would  have  replied  as  he  has  done. 

Bii  mnft  ha^  been  oon&ious  that  &ere  was  no  force  in 
hb  reafoning  ftrom  the  ideas  entefl^ed  by  Peter,  before  he 
wa»  better  infemaed.  '  Fm^  he  afterwards  acknowledges 
^at  tie  SpM  0/  truth,  kd  him  into  off  truth.  He  could  not 
Imt  know  that  his  argument  fi<om  the  condu3  of  the  fame 
Apoftle  at  An^och  (6al.  ii.  11. — 14.)  was  e^ally  fsiHa* 
dooB }  becaufe  this  proceeded  not  from  convifHon  as  to 
duty,  but  from  human  infirmity,,  and  is  ftigmatizedy  by 
the  Spirit  of  infpiration,  as  hypocritical.  Thus,  he  is  not 
only  chargeable  with  fophiftry,  in  reafoning  from  the  con- 
duft  of  particular  perfons,  but  in  reafoning  from  partictdar 
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inflances  in  which  they  were  to  be  blamed.  His  argument 
from  the  compliances  of  Paul  proves  too  little.  For  thej 
were  only  occafipnal,  and  proceeded  n^erely  from  confide- 
rations  of  expediency,-  becaufe  of  the  weaknefs  of  others. 
Origen  knew  well  enough  that,  in  thefe,  he  could  not  be 
viewed  as  on  the  fame  foot  with  Ebionites,  who  confidered 
the  law  as  obligatory,  not  on  Jews  only,  but  on  G^tiles. 

Nor  could  he  be  ignorant,  that  Paul's  addrefs  to  the  Gt- 
latians,  as  to  what  tie  law  faith^  is  merely  an  example  of 
th^  argununtum  ad  bominem  ;  nay,  that  the  very  defign  of 
it  is  to  (hew  that  the  law  was  no  longer  binding  as  to  the 
letter.  Any  Jew  would  have  held  up  Origen  to  derifioo, 
had  he  heard  him  lay  that  '92xX^Mbe  man  tbat^  as  his  kinf- 
men  were  perfuaded,  taught  all  men  every  where  agamfl  the 
law^  had  not  deferted  it.  N'or  was  there  an  Ebionitei  who 
would  not  have  joined  in  the  ridicule. 

Another  part  of  his  reply  is  founded  on  the  ignoramet  of 
Celfus  with  refped  to  the  fubjed.  Here,  indeed^  he  di(co- 
Ifers  the  duplicity  of  his  condud  in  the  preceding  part,  bj 
agpknowledging  that  there  were  three  kinds  of  believing 
Hebrews  •,  feme  who  renounced  the  letter  of  the  law,  un- 
der the  pretext  of  interpretation ;  fome  who  retained  the 
letter  with  the  interpretations  ;  and  others  again  who  fim- 
ply  adhered  to  the  letter.  The  firft  reckoned  themfelves 
jrelieved  from  the  letter,  becaufe  they  had  obtained  the  fub- 
fiance.  The  fecond  obferved  the  law ;  but  did  not,  as 
would  feem,  preis  it  on  others,  knowing  that  the  fpiri- 
tual  intention  was  the  great  matter.  The  laft  considered 
it  as  obligatory  on  all,  as*  even  necefiary  to  falvation.  Thefe 
only  were  the  Ebionites. 

Having  made  thefe  diflinftions,  he  accufes  Celfus  for  not 
*^  dearly  diftmguifling"  in  the  (ame  manner.  Bdt  it  is  evi- 
dent that  Origen,  in  the  preceding  part  of  hb  reafoniog, 
is  cliargeable  v^th  the  £»me  fault.    In  Celfus  it  feems  to 
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have  been  involuntarj :  in  him  it  was  wi]ful«  In  the  for* 
mer,  it  moft  probably  proceeded  from  want  of  informa- 
tion :  in  the  other,  undoubtedly  from  difingenuity.  Celfus 
made  his  Jew  fpeak,  as  every  other  Jew  would  have  fpo- 
keoy  of  forfiiking  the  letter  of  the  law.  Origen  denied 
the  charge  ;  becaule,  while  riycfy  fome  ftiU  adhered  to  the 
letter^  others  retained  thtjpirit  of  it.  In  the  latter  refpe^ 
with  equal  propriety  ought  it  hare  been  laid  that  all  the 
Getaile  believen  adhered  to  the  law  of  M ofes.  Such  a  re- 
ply as  this  would  have  appeared  ridiculous  to  Celfus,  as 
well  as  to  his  Jew.  He  would  have  readily  rejoined ;  "  I 
*'  know  not  what  you  mean  by  the  fpirit  o(  the  law.  But 
'*  I  aik  yon.  Do  all  the  believing  Jews  circumcife,  and  ob- 
^  iierve  the  other  ceremonies  obferved  by  thofe  who  do  not 
*'  believe  ?"  The  whole  reply  is  unlike  a  man  of  candour, 
and  unlike  a  man  of  Origen's  abilities.  Undoubtedly,  it 
would  have  been  a  far  better  reply,  to  have  faid,  that  al<« 
though  fome,  poor  in  underftanding,  yet  obferved  the  law, 
the  reft  did  not :  and  that  in'  being  perfuaded  to  renounce 
it,  they  were  by  no  means  deceived,  but  enlightened ;  be- 
caufe  thofe  could  have  no. need  of  mere  ihadows,  who  had 
the  fnbftance. 

Thus  it  appears  that  this  pafiage,  viewed  in  itscon« 
nexion,  inftead  of  being  favourable  to  our  author,  ftrikes 
diredly  againft  him  ;  clearly  fhewing  that  thofe  converts 
from  Judaifm,  who  ftridly  adhered  f o  the  law,  were  only 
one  clais,  and  that  there  were  two  others  befides.  No- 
thing  can  be  inferred  from  Origen  as  to  the  proportion  be- 
longing to  each  of  thefe  claiTes  ;  as  he  ufes  the  fame  term 
iwu  with  refped  to  all :  fo  that,  in  this  inftance,  the  Doc- 
tor will  not  plead,  as  he  elfewbere  does  from  the  words  of 
Jttftin  Martyr,  that  the  laft  mentioned  Tiif£;  were  the  «Anroi, 
the  greatejl  part. 

After  fuch  a  fyftem  of  fophiiby,  Origen,  that  he  might 
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not  lofc  his  triariijph  over  G^Jfe  becwife  irf  hk  Ig^iwrwcc* 
unveik  Ae  tnith,  althoag^  twtk  evident  Nfelr ve^  "  He,**  t««* 
GeUtts,  «  had  k  in  his  jkw^e^"  dofcf  tie  fey^  "  to  hate  af- 
**  finned  wifth  more  alppearance  of  truth,"  &o.  This  js  a 
fuScient  ttckfliowledigment ;  asd  diove  theH  ikAy  taite  ivfeo 
could  dD^fcen^  to  teh  reafoning,  Wd  yet  refiiinod  a  ^ae 
regard  to  bis  own  cht^fiberv  Would  hav<e  fnadaw  Tiim, 
he  confidered  it  as  an  unfdtAibted  fad^  that  there  ifvttxe 
certain  heUeviB|[  Hebrews  who  had  reteewnced  tte  ImgA 
rites,  is  fo  plain  from  his  language^  thku  it  vould  ^fair^ 
fiillj  as  much  fophiflry  as  chat  of  ^jgen  hiin£stf  en  tiUs 
occafion,  to  difprove  it. 

But  after  -all  this  reafoning  agttinft  the  idle^ktion  of  CJ. 
fus,  Origen  proceeds  to  the  proof  which  that  wrfiter  hUd 
produced.  For  Celfus,  in  fuf^HH-t  <of  his  tharg^  had  in- 
ferred to  a  faA  well  known,  nay  fi^  in  the  metiidfyaf 
every  one^  when  be  wrote.  His  Jew  tddrefles  his  com* 
try-men  in  this  manner  \  *^  Yefterday>  and  the  daj  faefere,*^ 
that  iS)  very  lat^fy^  **  when  we  Altered  puniAimeJitt  from 
*'  this  perfon  who  drave  us  aws^  like  cattle,  ye  apaAatized 
*'  from  the  law  of  your  fathers."  C^us  confidered  this 
fad  as  fo  well  known,  that  he  did  not  think  it  neceflarj  to 
mention  the  name  of  him  who  treated  them  in  this  man- 
ner. Perhaps  he  might  account  it  improper,  as  well  as 
unneceflkry  ;  left  he  fbould  feem  to  reflet  on  the  coadod 
of  the  Emperor.  For  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  he  refers 
to  Adrian.  Now,  according  to  Origen's  own  teftimooy, 
Celfus  "  lived  in  the  time  of  Adrian,  and  after wifrds  *." 

Although  Origen  fays  nothing  as  to  ihe  numbers  of  the 
different  dafles  of  believing  Hebrews ;  we  have'knudi  more 
groundi  than  our  learned  author  has  for  many  of  his  con- 
je£lures,  to  fuppofe  that  the  numb-  r  of  thofe  who,  ia  coA- 
fcquence  of  the  edid  of  Adrian,  renounced  the  law,  ex* 
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at 
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e^ed^d  thit  of  &ck  as  ftill  io  any  fcafe  adhered  tb  it  \  b«- 
ica:iife  Cdfitt  does  sot  fc^m  to  4iava  knows  mijt  tbiag  of 
the  hxttt. 

Tb^  iwrf  &me  laa«raa^  has  been  uierl  both  by  ChrilKans 
«ad  heotbeofe  <ni  l^is  ifahjeS.  For  as  CeUus  rcprefeats  the 
j€W8  as  ^*  ibivca  a^ay  like  besils/'  Jerom  informs  us  that, 
after  the  War  ^  of  Adiian,  an  incredible  number  of  every 

a^  and  fee  were  ibid  like  faorfes,  and  difperfisd  over 

the  &ee  of  the  eaf«h  «."  <'  Then/'  faith  Celfus,  ''  ye 
^<  apofiatked  freft  thfe  law  of  your  fathers/'  It  is  abiblutely 
iDConGeivaSbte,  that  CeUiis  (hould  have  openly  afferted  thi^ 
if  £dfe.  Stich  a  l:alamny  would  &arcely  have  occurred  to 
him.  Aithoogh  be  had  wiihed  to  forge  a  lie^  he  woald 
Irot  liave  ventured  to  give  it  (b  recent  a  date,  or  to  fix  on 
a  cummftsace  tbf  fo  public  a  nature  as  what  it  reipeds* 
For  it  mull  have  beea  in  the  power  of  every  reader^  whe- 
Iter  Jfiw  or  Chtiftian,  to  have  contradified  him. '  How 
ftscb  fetever  he  wlfi  mifinformed  as  to  many  of  the  char* 
^  «thibited  agaipft  GhryUai^ ;  he  ccmld  aot  be  mifiar 
ken  itt  to  this. 

Although  we  could  fuppofe  that  Celftas  had  been  miftai* 
ken,  or  had  wilftiny  afletted  a  fal&hood,  would  not  Origea 
have  denied  hi  But  infbetd  o£  doing  fo,  he  makes  fuch  « 
itiply  as  lUuft  convince  etery  thinking  peribni  that  h^ 
could  not  refule  the  charge.  He  barely  adds  ;^--"  while^ 
^  Us  Wihavejtewfh  he  knows  nodiiftg  enaBly  of  the  things 
**  bf  ^rfuch  he  ipeaks."  Here  xire  have  audther  difplay  dc 
the  art  ei&pioytid  by  this  Fadier.  He  refers  to  the  fo^- 
9xsA  i«{»)y  he  bad  made  to  the  gineral  charge  4  witho«it 
fubjoining  another  word  concerning  the  proctf  fartzoilarly 
j^ecified  by  Celfus.  Confidering  what  we  have  already 
jtea,  can  ^ve  defire  a  better  proof  of  the  truth  of  what  Cel- 
fus had  afleit^  *,  e^iecially  trhen  it  is  viewed  in  conneSion 

*  Cootme^t.  in  2ac^  zi. 
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with  Origcn*s  previous  acknowledgment,  that  fome  belie- 
▼ing  Hebrews  had  renounced  tlie  letter  of  tbe*  law,  under 
the  pretext  of  interpretations  ? 

In  the  fame  chapter,  the  learned  gentleman  cuotes  a  pat 
"lage  firom  Origen,  his  inference  from  which  is  a  ftriking 
proof  of  that  inattention,  at  leaft,  which  charadenzes  this 
work.  "  Origen,'*  he  affirms,  *•  is  fo  far  frona  faying  that 
/'  any  Jews  abandoned  cfromicifion,  and  the  rites  of  their 
^  religioD,  that  he  fays  fome  of  the  Gentile  Chriftians  con- 
**  formed  to  them."  He '  fonnds  this  aiTertion  on  the  fol- 
lowing paflage :  *^  Becaufe  not  only  the  carnal  Jews  are  to 
'^  be  confuted  by  us,  with  refpeft  to  the  circumcifion  of  tbe 
^  flefli,  but  fome  of  thofe  who  feem  to  have  received  the 
^  name  of  Chrift,  and  neverthelels  think  that  the  carnal 
'*  circumcifion  muft  be  received ;  as  the  Ebionites,  and  any 
'^^  others,  if  there  be  fuch,  who  err  from  a  like  poverty  of 
**  underfianding  ♦."  Surely,  the  Doftor  has  miftaken  hit 
quomtion.  For  nothing  like  what  is  aflerted  by  him  is  to 
be  found  here.  There  is  not  one  word  concerning  Gentik 
Chriftians.  Origen  fpeaks  of  Jews  only.  Thefe  he  divides 
into  two  claffes.  There  are  firft  ^thofe  who  rejeded  Chri- 
ftianity  entirely  ;  therefore  called  carnal  yews  :  and,  in  the 
fecond  place,  thofe  who  defer\ed  to^be  reckoned  Chrifliani 
only  in  appearance  ;  as  the  Ebionites,  who  '*  thought  that 
**  the  carnal  circumcifion  was  to  be  received."  They,  in- 
deed, imagined  that  converts  from  Gentilifm  ought  to  re- 
ceive it;  and  this  may  be  implied  in  the  language  of  Ori- 
gen. But  neither  theii*  thinking  fo,  nor  Origen's  declaring 
that  this  was  their  opinion,  can  prove  that  the  Gentiles  real- 
ly did  receive  circumcii^on. 

Did 

*  Quia  non  folum  camales  Judei  de  circumcifiooe  carnis  rerinceodi 
funt  nobis,  fed  nunnuili  ez  iis,  qoi  Chrifti  nomen  videntur  fufcepifle.  ct 
uno^n  carnalem  circumcifionera  recipiendam  putant :  ut  Ebionitse,  et  fi 
qui  his  fimili  paupertate  fenfut  aberrant.   In  Ccn.  Horn.  3.  Op.  volf  l* 
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Did  we  reafon  In  the  fame  manner  with  "Dr  P.,  this  very 
paflage  might  be  urged  as  containing  a  ftrong  prefumptioa 
of  that  difference  among  Jews,  affuming  the  Chriftian  name^ 
which  is  clfewhere  acknowledged  by  Origen.  For  wheit 
he  ipeaks  of  thofe  "  who  have  received  the  name  of  Chrift," 
it  is  moft  natural  to  think  that  he  has  Jews  only  in  his  eye ; 
becaufe  he  oppofes  them  to  the  Jews  who  did  not  believe* 
And  when  he  mentions  /ome  of  thefe  only  as  prefling  cir- 
cumcifion,  he  certainly  infinuates  that  there  were  others^ 
who  did  not. 

As  our  learned  author  principally  depends  upon  Origen 
for  '^  a  full  contradi^ion  to  all  that  Mofheim  has  advanced 
**  concerning  this  orthodox  Jewifh  church,"  he  is  extremely 
tender  of  his  charader,  and  returns  to  the  talk  of  vindica- 
ting him  again  and  again.  "  I  cannot  help,"  he  fays,  "  ta- 
"  king  fome  farther  notice  of  lyhat  Moiheim  fays  with  rc- 
"  fpeft  to  this  charge  of  a  wilful  falfehood  on  Origen.  Je- 
"  rem,  in  his  epiflle  to  Pammachius  (Opera^  vol.  i.  p.  496.) 
"  iays,  that  Origen  adopted  the  Platonic  doftrine  of  the  fub- 
"  ferviency  of  truth  to  utility,  as  with  refpeft  to  deceiving 
"  enemies,  \Sc.  the  fame  that  Mr  Hume,  and  other  fpecu- 
'*  lative  moralifb  have  done  *,  conlidering  the  foimdation  of 
"  all  focial  virtue  to  be  the  public  good.  But  it  by  no 
"  means  follows  from  this,  that  fuch  perfons  will  ever  in- 
*•  dulge  themfelves  in  any  greater  violations  of  truth,  than 
"  thofe  who  hold  other  fpeculative  opinions  concerning  the 
"  foundation  of  morals  *."  The  bulk  of  readers,  however, 
will  differ  from  Dr  P.  as  to  the  confequence  of  holding  fuch 
an  opinion.  In  a  moment  of  temptation,  truth  may  be  fia- 
crificed  to  iitility,  even  by  thofe  who  are  convinced  that  it 
ought,  at  all  times,  hoW  great  foevcr  the  expence,  to  in* 
fiuence  their  pradice.  But  inftead  of  vindicating  tjieir  can- 
^uft  in  this  inflance,  from  the  advantage  expelled  or  recei* 

X  ved, 

f  Yol.  iii.  p.  199. 
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ift^piity.    But  if  Mten  €•«  toee  lajr  it  ^wo  m  a  priaci^ 
tfafttlftirf  ttimy  ijb  riw/  f£^  gtoi  nu^  torm^  tk^y  becMlt 
tMftpten  to  themfebretk    So  &r  is  ttuth  firoai  iMivibf  tay 
hold  of  tlnir  coafefenceB,  that  thej  feckxNi  it  tkcir  itUt^  t% 
&ctifice  It  to  intereft.    This  is  not  to  be  vicwcd>as  mttAy 
^JpHfuiktWi  optintoh.    It  YmA  necefikrily  and  exCtfifivf|/ 
loftnaice  the  praAtce.    It  is  adopted  for  this  verjr  p«^ 
fait  ^  atid  faowevtr  muck  it  may  be  ^retendad  tlmt  tbt 
public  good  is  the  end  propofed,  thofe  who  can  ijpecalatc  ii| 
this  tiumaery  will,  ta  the  a|)^litfttioa  of  the  pnociple,  take 
dttre  «ot  to  oegleft  their -oftm.    Such  i^eculative  opiaioai^ 
ikdeoed,  are  genetdllj  adopted  as  am  apology  for  prafiical 
exttvs;  or  at  lead,  as  a  fert  of  falvo  to  confcience  £or  sa 
habitnal  tendeMj  to  the  comaiiflioB  of  theoi. 

Actordiiig  to  our  author,  *<  Jetom  does  pot  hj  dM 

<<  Origen  reduced  his  theoorjr  to  pta&ice."    But  witboat 

going  fiuther,  it  is  evident  from  the  preceding  estraft  Aat 

he  Maceated  the  truth,  nsty,  that  he  onifreprriented  hBtk 

Independent  of  dircft  evidence,  it  is  at  leaft  as  probabk 

that  be  who  held  this  do£lrine  would  reduce  it  to  pradicc^ 

as  ^at  Juftin  Martyr,  who  has  never  been  fufpeded  of 

holding  any  fuch  principle,  ihould  be  guilty  of  Ibmetkiog 

of  the  fame  nature.     For  Dr  P.,  when  fpeaking  of  the  at* 

tempts  of  feme  of  the  Fathers  to  recommead  Chrifiianitj 

tt>  heathens,  fays  that  with  this  view  Juftin,   as  fur  as  ap- 

pears,  invenfid  the  do&rine  of  Chrift  being  the  Logos  of 

of  God.     But  if  he  istvented  it  with  this  view,  and  deda- 

red  it  to  others ;  undoubtedly,  he  both  wiifully  framed  and 

publifked  afalfthood^  or  in  other  words,  made  truth  fob- 

fervient  to  fuppo&d  utility. 

But  the  learned  gentleman  does  not  merely  apprehend, 
that  the  principle  efjpoufed  by  Origen  has  no  neceffary  in* 
fltience  on  praAice;  but,  after  charging  JuIlinMartjr  with 


I  gnBkee  wbicfa  muft  fl^petr  Infgh^  ^fmml  t«  att  ^h^ 

indieve  «dic  eUsail  obliganoB  of  TniA,  he  attbmpts  ihib 

icur  to  vuidicate  him.    Hk  words  ave  ;  ^*  With  die  tuut 

^  view  (iu>t  fo  nMich  to  be  coademoed  if  We  oimfider  its 

*  circua^neea,  said  the  inere  mMflby  t>f  the  tUng)  j^^ 

^  ftiB  Maartyr»  as  &r  as  qnpears,  ilive*i(ed  tiie  doArme  «f 

«  Chrift  being  the  I^oe  of  God  K"  We  «re  et  a  i6ft  to 

icaow  ivkether  dieiie  w^ords,  *'  «ot^  mmch  te  be  coadmn- 

^*  ed/'  acre  to  be  vtiderfteod  aft  merel;^  refiBrring  to  what 

followB)  or  tfi  deootiag  « <^aipitfifoa  with  what  has  bem 

previottflf  neotioaed,  diat  of  the  Cbriftktns  poittdBH  •Mft 

fome  refemblaace  between  theur  religite  and  the  gMfeft 

pdjtheifiai^     The  circurt^ance*  ^ich  €«:«  to  be  €oiifiiend^ 

fMn  to  be  thofe  of  *'  Philo  having  refire&nted  the  Le^ 

^'  as  %he  iaediiHA*  €^  all  divine  letoiiiiiuiiiicatiotts  to  the  ^a^ 

*'  lri*chs4"  »d  JuOin's  '<  eocCMidiDg  this  ptiaciple  d&  « 

"  cMipKniait  to  the  phikfophjr  i»f  dK  Gteeks/*  #a  eirdttr 

to  gaita  them  *l!o  ChtiOtafittjr.    But  <K4  he  not  thus  ^t9i^ 

tieally'  <Krifiee  tnAh  to  if^Vir>^  / 

Alt  w^tever  alleviations  the  Doftor  may  ioA  in  the 

fuppofedcxmiSaiSi  of  Juftiq  Maityr,  4>n  accomtt  of  t^e  dratdi- 

fiaae^l  satotidnedi  fureljt  he  ntaeft  fUl  toiideaM  the  aj^on 

9S  itemoml.    For  one  would  natsuallj  thihk,  dttft  thiB  Is 

vAutt  we  omght  piinc^allj  to  an^/UUr.    Bat  Dt  P^*^  bb- 

gus^  certainly  im^ieSy  that  it  doeis  not  appear  to  him  in 

thb  light*    For  the  MsUrtjr  is  xak  greatly  to  be  canJUmnet 

for  wveHiing  a  do&rine  believed  b^  our  modetn  hiftotaaa 

to  be  £die.    But  if  his  crime  can  admit  of  apology  in  ttiis 

re^efi^  how  cm  he  be  cdndemli^d  £or  '^  pointing  out  feme 

*'  re&mUaace  between  ChrifUanity  and  the  grofleft  poly- 

*^  tfaeifm  ?"  According  to  the  Doftor's  fyftem,  was  ^adt  the 

doSriae  of  Joftin,  in  making  the  Sen  a  diftinfi  perjEbn,  real 

pdytheifin  i  Did  be  not  therefore  do  worie  than  '*  |>oint 

f<  oot&mc  rdemblance  i'  did  he  not  really  ^ffimilaiie  Chri- 

.^.  ftianity 

^  Vol  \L  p.  x8^.  ^ 
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ftianity  to  heathenifm  ?  Was  he  not  the  inventor  of  poly* 
^eifm,  and  the  &ther  of  that  Cbriftian  idolatry  which  af- 
terwards, according  to  our  author,  defiled  the  church  of 
God  ?  When  fliall  we  condemn  a  thing  with  refped  to  the 
mere  morality  of  it,  if  this  may  be  excuied  ?  If  Jufiin  was 
really  chargeable  with  fuch  condud,  and  perfifted  in  it,  he 
muft  have  died  as  the  Martyr  of  his  own  villany. 

But  the  generality  of  readers  will  be  apt  to  conclude  that 
our  author's  morality,  as  he  fays  of  Juftin,  as  far  as  op* 
fearsy  has  no  better  foundation  than  the  reft  of  his  religioui 
fyftem ;  and  will  examine,  with  a  jealous  eye,  the  work  d 
an  hiftorian  who  believes  that  this  fpecies  of  invention  maj 
admit  of  an  apology.  This  fpecimen  tends  to  infuie  a  fii- 
fpicion,  that  the  mere  morality  of  the  thing  will  be  no  bf- 
ficient  fafeguard  againft  fuch  a  reprefentation  of  faifis  as 
may  be  accounted  mQ&  fubfervient  to  public  utility.  For  li 
one  writ  r  nay  be  ezcuf  ^ble,  although  he  invent  a  dodrine, 
and  endeavour  to  palm  it  on  the  world  as  the  doQrine  of 
infpiration :  furely  the  conduft  of  another,  who  ufcs  die 
lame  freedom  with  writings  merely  human,  will  not  appear 
more  immoral^  and  is,  at  lead,  lefs  daring. 

Dr  P.  proceeds  to  confider  the  proof  of  what  is  aflertcd 
by  Moflieim.  "  Allth&  appearance  of  authority,"  he  iays, 
**  that  I  can  find  in  any  ancient  writer,  of  the  Jewifli  Chri- 
**  ftians  deferting  the  law  of  their  anceftors,  is  in  Sulpici- 
•*  us  Severt/Sf  to  whom  \  am  referred  by  Mofheim  in  his 
"hiilory*."  If  Dr  P.  can  continue  to  aflert  this,  after 
carefully  confidering  what  is  afferted  by  Celfus,  and  coo- 
ceded  by  Origen,  to  many  his  condud^  will  appear  as  ftrange 
I'asthatof  Origen  himfelf.  Rut,  in  the  mean  time,  fome 
may  tiink  that,  even  while  the  learned  Grentleman  handles 
Moiheim  fo  feverely  for  his  treatment  of  that  ancient  wri- 
ter, he  does  not  himfelf  do  juftice  to  Sevems  in  the  fenfe 
which  he  puts  upon  his  teflimony.     According  to  Dr  P., 

«*w|ut 

f  Vol.  iii.  p.  192. 
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'  vrbat  he  fiijrs  on  the  fubjefl:  is  only  what  follows :  •  At 
this  time  Adrian,  thinking  that  he  fhould  deftroy  Ghri* 
itianitj  by  deftroying  the  place,  ereded  the  images  of  dae- 

'  mons  in  the  churchy  and  in  the  place  of  our  Lord's  fuffer- 

*  ings ;  and  becaufe  the  Chriflians  were  thought  to  coniift 
'  chiefly  bf  Jews  (for  then  the  church  at  Jeru£dem  had  all  its 
'  clergy  of  the  circumciflon)  ordered  a  cohort  of  foldiers  to 
'  keep  conftant  guard,  and  drive  all  Jews  from  any  ac« 

*  cefs  to  Jefbfalem  ;  which  was  of  fervice  to  the  Ghriftian 
'  £dtb.  For  at  that  time  they  almoft  all  believed  Chrift  to 
'  be  God,  but  with  the  obfervance  of  the  law ;  the  Lord  fo 

*  difpofing  it,  that  the  fervitude  of  the  law  fhould  be  re* 

*  moved  from  the  liberty  of  the  faith,  and  of  the  church. 

*  Then  was  Mark  the  firft  biihop  of ,  the  Gentiles  at  Jem- 
*felem»." 

Loci  injuria  does  not  fignify  the  deJlruBion^  but  the  de* 
fikmeni  of  the  place.  Dr  P.  from  his  tranflation  of  the 
word  templo^  feems  difpofed  to  deprive  Jeruialem  entirely 
of  a  place  of  worihip.  He  will  not  even  leave  a  church  to 
Gentile  believers.  This  is  making  thorough  work  of  it. 
The  hiftorian  certainly  means  that  Adrian  defiled  the  holy 
place  where  the  temple  formerly  flood.  •  Our  author  has 
alfo  given  fuch  a  turn  to  thefe  words,  pane  omnes  Chrijlum 
Deump  fub  legis  obfirvatione  credebant,  that  they  would 

feem 

*  Qaa  tempeftate  Adrianns,  exiftitnans  fe  Chriftianam  fidem  loci  injuria 
perempturiiin,  et  in  Tempio  ac  loco  DominicsB  paifionis  demonum  fimu* 
lacra  conftituit.  £t  quia  Chriftiani  ex  Jodsis  potiffimom  putabantur 
(namqae  mm  Hierofolymae  non  nifi  ex  circumcifione  habebat  Eccleiia 
&cerdotem)  militum  cohortetn  cuftodias  in  perpetuum  agitare  juffit,  qns 
Judaeos  omnes  Hierofolymae  aditu  arceret.  Quod  quidem  Chriftianse 
fidei  •proficiebat :  quia  turn  pzne  omnes  Chriilum  Denm  fub  legis  obfer- 
vadone  credebant.  Nimiram  id  Domino  ordmante  difpolitam,  ut  U^h 
ienritus  a  libeitate  fidei  atque  EccleGse  toUeretur.  Ita  turn  primum  Mar- 
cus ex  gentibas,  apad  Hierofoljrmamr  epifcopus  fuit  Hiit.  lib  2.  c  ^c. 
f  US' 
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fbem  to  dtnotc  tkat  ahnoft  all  the  Jew»  in  Jeraftlem  were 
kelkTera.  The  tranflatkn  i%  fe  managed  as  to  vq»refeat 
tbia  as  iJio  thiag  principaUy  a0ez«e<i  The.  eviien^  Mp 
of  this,  19  ta  make  it  appear  thafe  Severus  Speaks  of  Jewi 
and  Chriftiaiis  indiferiminttely)  and  ^at  h  k  die  Jewsi  met- 
^oned  in  the  dofe  Qf  the  freoedkig  fentence^  as  drivca  tnm 
lemijEJem,  wba  are  here  deferibed  as  oAnq/l  alt  beKevmf'vi 
Chrift,  It  is  £>  finqied  as  to  obfcuFc  the  principal  aftrtioo 
of  tho  biibrian,  which  plainty-  is,  that  alm<^  all  the  be- 
Ueveta  in  diat  cilj  ftili  adhered  to  ^  law.  In  order  ^  »- 
compHfli  this,  the  Dofior,  h^  riie  help  of  a  &iv#,  intrednoes 
the  pruuupal  afiertion  as  if  it  were  a  mepe  exception.  It 
is  evident  that  pan^  omnes  does  not  refer  to  y^dttos^  m  the 
clofe,  but  to  Cbri/luini,  ifi  the  be^nning  of  ^e  preeediD| 
fentence. 

-  That  the  leadbg  defign  of  Severus  is  to  aflert  that  sL 
mod  all  die  Cbxiftians  retained  the  law,  is  evident  from  dn 
connexion,  both  with  the  preceding,  and  with  the  fidovnng 
wordsL  For,  having  declared  that  Adrian's  ediS  wascf 
''  advantage  to  the  Qhriftian  faith,*'  he  fhows  firil  how  it 
could  be  fo.  This  was  by  reafon  of  the  attachment  of  Ae 
greateft  part  of*  the  ChriAians  in  Jerufalem  tb  the  hw. 
Then  he  proves  that  it  a^ually  was  advantageous.  Thb 
event  "  was  undoubtedly  fo  difpofed  by  the  Lord's  ardins- 
**  tion,  that  the  bondage  of  the  law  might  be  removed  from 
**  the  liberty  of  the  faith,  and  of  the  church." 

He  adds,  as  an  illuftration  of  what  he  had  aflerted,  '*  Then 
**  was  Mark  the  firft  Gentile  bifhop  at  Jerufalem."  Thcfe 
words  indeed,  are  fo  rendered  by  Dr  P.  as  to  favour  his 
own  hypothefis.  One,  who  had  only  the  benefit  of  hii 
tranflation,  would  naturally  fuppofe  that  Severus  had  meavt 
to  fay,  that  Mark  was  the  firfl  bifhop  who  prefided  over  the 
Gentiles  as  his  charge.  But  his  language  certainly  impSes 
nothing  more  than  that  he  was  the  firft  who  was  cholen 
/^  from 
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rem  among  tbe  Gentiles^  as  oppofed  to  the  precedtog  «flQr# 
ion ;  ^*  For  then  the  church  at  Jerufalem  had  no  minifter^ 
-  but  of  die  circumoifion." 

Aa  this  is  evideatly  the  principal  thin^  aiFerted  hy  Se« 
ieni%  it  is  ftrangQ  that  Dt'  P.  fhould  affirm-  that,  ^  accoidr 

<  ing  to  this  aceoimt^-«^othing  is  faid  of  an jf^  of  ihem  (thsr 

<  believing  Jews)  forfaking  the  law  of  Moles;  *.'^  If  no* 
Jdttg  be  iaid  to  this  purpofie,,  liothiDg  is  iaid  at  all.  Thoi^ 
ibe  ancient  writer  is  mos«  particular  here  than  in  die.  yioft 
>f  his  bifiorj^  all  his  language  is  without  a  meaxting.  Soe^ 
le  aifi^rt  that  Adrian's  ediSb  was  ''  o£  advantage  ta  th# 
-^  Chriftian  fiu^*^  and  £b  folemnljp  introduce  the  diipK^r-^ 
don  and  ordination  of  God,  with  refpeft  tq  the  removal  of 
^  the  fervitnde  of  the  law ;"  and  jet  '^  fay  nothing  of  anjr 
"  of  them  forfaking  this  law  Y*  If,  en  this  oeo^Qpn,  none  of 
kbe  Hebrew  befievers  renounced  the  law,  let  our  author 
A(ew  bow  the  fi^yesity  of  Adrian  was  beneficial  tohthe  oaufi^ 
«f  Chiifiianitj,.  Was  it  of  an j  fervice  whatfoev^^  that  aU 
the  believing  Jews  were  banifhed  from  Jerufalem,  and  thtti 
they  v^ent  to  fome  other  place,  where  they  as  rigarottfly 
obfierved  die  law  as  before  ?  For,  excepting  the  £i:qipo(bd 
fiui£Kty  of  Jerufalem,  and  of  the  ground  on  which  the  temr 
pie'  formerly  ftood,  they  had  die  &me  opportunity  any 
where  elfe  ;  becaufe^  the  temple  itfelf  being  deftroye$  lon|f 
before  Adnka,  they  could  have  no  facrifical  wodhip.  Their 
banifhment  from  Jerufalem  would  rather  be  hurtfid,  beeauCi 
it  would  perplex  the  Gentile  believers  in  thgfe  countries 
whither  they  fled,  and  fow  divifions  among  tbem- 

If^  therefore,  the  language  of  Sulpicius  has  any  meanings 
k  fignifies  that  many,  formerly  attached  to  the  law»  eonfir 
dering  the  providence  of  God  as  punifhing  them,  in  coufJif 
qoence  of  the  frequent  rebeUioQs  of  the  J^ws,  becaufe  of 
tbeir  conformity  to  them«  renounced  the  legal  yoke  \  ?nd 
4id  that  firom  neceffity,  which  they  could  not  be  brought 

to 
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to  do  from  choice.  If  this  was  not  the  cafe^  the  wbok  of 
the  hifiorian*s  account  is  a  romance.  How,  otherwilby  was 
the  bondage  of  the  law  removed  from  the  libertj  of  die 
faith  ?  Did  this  confift  in  its  being  removed  from  Jemia- 
lem,  and  carried  to  Pella,  or  any  other  place  ?  But  it  wtt 
not  only  removen  from  the  liberty  of  the  £aith,  but  a  Hber 
tote  ecclejta^  from  the  liberty  of  the  church  al£b.  What 
church  was  this  ?  Undoubtedly,  though  the  Chrifiian  chmdi 
in  general  may  be  meant,  that  part  of  it  is  principally  re- 
fpeded,  which  had  been  under  thia  bondage.  Could  Se* 
verus  mean,  that  the  bondage  of  the  law  was  removed 
from  the  chiu-ch,  in  the  Hebrew  church,  together  with  diis 
bondage,  being  entirfly  removed  from  Jeroialem ;  in  her 
members  being  fold,  in  common  with  the  rebeUioos  and 
unbelieving  Jews,  for  bondmen  and  bondwomen  ? 

The  words  immediately  following  (hew  in  whatCrnib 
Severus  meant  that  this  expulfion  of  the  Jews  was  of  iff- 
vice  to  the  Chrifiian  faith.  The  church,  which  had  bees 
under  the  bondage  of  the  law,  being  in  this  way  delivered 
from  it,  chofe  a  Gentile  to  be  their  bilhop.  Ita  tum^  TiJti, 
or,  in  confequence  of  what  has  been  narrated,  ta  that  time 
Mark,  \Sc.  Had  he  meant  that  all  the  Hebrew  Chriftiao) 
were  expelled,  and  that  a  new  church  was  formed,  coo^ 
fifting  wholly  of  Gentiles,  he  certainly  would  have  ex- 
preffed  himfelf  very  diflferently.  He  would  not  have  men- 
tioned the  iiril  Crentilt.  hijbop^  but  the  firft  Gentile  chwrcl 
at  Jeruialem. 

The  account  here  given  by  Severus  perfeftly  agrees  with 

that  of  Celfus,  when  he  introduces  his  unbelieving  J^w  as 

exhibiting  this  charge  againfl  his  countrymen  who  believed 

in  Chrift ;  "  When  v)e  recently  fuffered  puniibment  from 

^^  that  perfon  who  drave  us  away  like  cattle,  ye  apofiatized 

"  from  the  law  of  your  fathers*."     Here  he  evidently 

dtfiinguiflies  the  believing  Hebrews  from  himfelt  and  his 

unbelieving 
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unbeUeving  brethren  \  averting  that  the  formery  in  order 
to  avoid  the  fufferings  which  the  latter  fuftained,  became 
apoi^ates  from  the  law.  It  has  been  feen  that  Origen  was 
fo  full/  convinced  of  the  truth  of  the  aflertion,  that  he 
dorft'  not  deny  it  \  and  that  he  grants  that  there  were  rm;, 
fome  who  had  renounced  the  law  entirelj,  ufing  no  other 
term  to  denote  tho£e  who  (UU  adhered  to  it  *. 

We  may  juftly  infer  from  the  language  of  Severus,  that, 
in  his  idea,  even  before  the  edid  of  Adrian,  there  were 
fome  Hebrew  believers  who  did  not  acknowledge  the  ob- 
ligation of  the  law. 

The  Dodor  further  (ays  of  Severus ;  •*  This  writer's 
**  mere ,  alTertion,  that  the  Jewifh  Ghrillians  held  Chrift  to 
"  be  Gody  in  the  proper  fenfe  of  the  word,  unfupported  by 
"  any  reafon  for  it,  is  not  to  be  regarded  f  .*'     It  is  amu- 
ling,  indeed,  that,  after  giving  no  quarter    to    Mofheim 
for  his  prefumption  in  contradifting  the  teftimony  of  Ori- 
gen, the  learned  Gentleman,  before  he  gets  to  the  clofe  of 
the  chapter,    ihould  obferve  the  very  fame   courfe  with 
a  writer  whofe  chara&er  is  fully  as  unexceptionable.  There 
are  fome,  who  flatter  themfelves  that  they  have  a  right  to 
ufe  certain  liberties,  not  only  with  human,  but  with  divine 
tefBmony,  that  they  will  by  no  means  allow  to  others.    But 
this  contemptuous  method  of  treating  the  teftimony  of  an 
author  of  undoubted  credit,  however  it  may  pais  with  the 
zealots  of  a  party,  muft  necelTarily,  in  the  eftimation  of 
any  unprejudiced  mind,  injure  the  caufe  it  is  meant  to  fup- 
port.     The  aflertion  is  "  unfupported  by  any  reafons  for 
^  it."     Why  does  Dr  P.  make  this  demand  on  Severus  ? 
Is  it  becaufe  Origen  has  given  reafons  for  what  he  aflerts, 
as  to  the  Hebrew  Chriftians  not  forlaklng  the  law  of  their 
fathers?   Would  reafons,  equally  weighty  with  his,  have 
carried  convi^on  to  our  author's  mind?  Would h& have 
•      Vol.  II.  M  bad 
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had  Scvcnis  prove  that  aO  the  Hebrew  Chriftians  believed 
Chrift  to  be  God,  becaufe  they  did  fo  before  they  were  bet- 
ter inilrudedy  or  ftumbled  upon  this  do&rine  in  a  moment 
of  temptation,  or  becaufe  a  confiderabk  part  of  them  did 
not  believe  it,  and  of  thoie  who  did,  fbme  underftood  it 
literally,  and  others  .allegorically  ?  Such  reafons,  indeed, 
would  have  been  equivalent  to  thofe  of  Origen.  But  had 
the  ingenuous  Roman  thought  it  necefTary  to  give  reaions 
at  all,  they  would  have  been  of  a  different  kind. 

But  he  had  no  occafion  to  ailign  any  reafons  for  this  a£- 
fertion.  This  would  have  weakened  his  tefiimony.  He 
evidently  mentions  the  circumftance  referred  to  as  well- 
known  and  unqueftionable.  Dr  P.  is  very  willing  to  adopt 
the  teftimony  of  far  later  writers,  fuch  as  Theophylaft  and 
Caf&an,  with  refpedl  to  fa£b  as  early,  when  it  ferves  his 
own  ends  *.  Where  he  has  no  aflertion,  no  direft  evidence 
whatfoi^ver,  he  lays  the  greatefl  ilrefs  on  mere  probabilities. 
He  can  argue  from  negative  proofs,  from  the  very  filence 
of  writers.  What  objeftion,  then,  has  he  to  the  teftimony 
of  Sulpicius  ?  Is  it  not  fufficicntly  exprefe  ?  It  is  too  ex- 
prcfs ;  for  it  flatly  contradids  his  favourite  fyitem.  But  it 
has  a  recommendation,  of  whiqh  the  learned  Gentleman 
would  have  known  how  to  have  availed  hiinfelf,  had  this 
telUmony  been  on  the  otlier  fide  of  the  queftion.  It  is  not, 
as  he  wiihes  to  make  it  appear,  the  principal  aflertion  of 
the  pafl'age,  or  even  of  the  fentence.  It  b  merely  an  in- 
cidental expreflion,  ufed  by  the  writer,  without  any  imme- 
diate dejig/i  to  prove  what  it  rel'iHrtb,  but  while  he  is  treat- 
ing of  another  fubjedl.  He  expreffes  himfelf  in  this  man- 
ner, becaufe  the  fa£l  was  univcrfally  known  and  indifputable. 
In  the  ufe  of  this  language,  he  docs  not  contraft  thofe  of 
whom  he  fpeaks  with  Ebionites  or  any  kind  of  heretics,  but 
the  members  of  the  church  at  Jcrufalem  with  unbelieving  . 
Jews.     It  was  fo  well  known  that  they  believed  Chriil  to 

3  ^ 
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be  God,  that  he  nfes  this  expreffion  as  equivalent  to  that  of 
CbriJUam^  in  the  preceding  fentence. 

The  account  given  by  Sevenis  is  perfeftljr  agreeable  to 
that  of  Enfebius,  concerning  the  firft  fifteen  bifhops  of  Je- 
rufalem,  who,  he  fays  "  all  lawfully  held  the  dodrine  of 
"  Chrift*-"  We  have  formerly  confidered  this  teftimony. 
But  there  is  one  thing  further  worthy  of  particular  atten* 
tion.  Eufebius  does  not  ufe  the  word  mfiv^  faithy  which 
might  have  been  urged  as  admitting  of  a*  more  general 
fenfe,  but  yiw<n»,  knowledge  or  doBrine.  The  force  of  yy?i- 
(rmg  is  alfo  peculiar.  It  denotes  a  lawful  origin,  as  oppofed 
to  what  is  fpurious  \,**  Now,  Dr  P.  knows  perfedly  what 
Eufebius  reckoned  **  the  dodhine  of  Chrift.**  I  therefore 
alk,  if  Eufebius,  who  fpeaks  fo  feverely  of  the  Ebio- 
nites,  notwithftanding  believed  that  thefe  bifhops  were 
fiich ;  was  he  not  a  falfe  witnefs,  unworthy  ever  afterwards 
to  be  cited  as  an  authority  in  any  inflance  ?  , 

Even  fo  early  as  the  reign  of  Adrian,  in  whofe  time  Cel- 
fiis  the  Epicurean  philofopher  lived,  it  was  generally  known 
both  to  Jews  and  Heathens,  that  Jefus  claimed  divinity, 
and  that  the  jufhiefs  of  his  claim  was  acknowledged  by  his 
followers.  This  is  evident  firom  the  language  of  Celfus 
himfelf,  who  fays  that  Jefus  was  owned  by  Chriflians  to  be 
die  Son  of  God  %•  Ii^  what  fenfe  he  afTerted  this  is  clear 
from  the  language  which  he  puts  into  the  mouth  of*  his  Jew, 
that  Jefus  **  elated  with  his  great  powers,  declared  himfelf 
**  to  be  God  ||  j"  that  "  the  Chaldeans,"  by  whom  he  means 
the  wife  men  from  the  Eaft,  "  declared  that,  being  drawn 
"  by  Jefus  to  his  nativity,  they  came  to  worfhip  him,  yet 

M  2  "an 
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'<  an  infuit,  as  God  *•  The  Jew  fi>rms  an  objedion  from 
the  flight  of  Jefus  into  Egypt,  laying,  *^  What  occafioa 
'*  wa3  there  for  thy  being  carried,  while  yet  an  in£uit,  into 
^  Egypt,  left  thott  fhoiddft  be  butchered  ?  For  it  was  not 
"  like  God  to  be  afraid  of  death  +."  "  How  can  we  rcc- 
^  kon.  him  God,"  (ays  he,  *^  who,  not  to  mention  other 
'^  things,  performed  none  of  his  promifes,  and.  was  at  length 
''  condemned  by  us,^and  being  fought  for  puniihment,  Ikolk- 
'^  ing  and  flying,  was  bafely  taken,  being  betrayed  by 
*'  thofe  whom  he  called  his  difciples  ?  But  it  did  not  be- 
^'  come  one  who  was  God,  either  to  fly,  or  to  be  taken  cap- 
*^  tive.  And  fur  lefs  did  it  become  him  who  was  account* 
^^  ed  the  Saviour,,  and  the  Son  of  God  moft  high,  and  his 
*^  meflenger,  to  be  betrayed  and  delivered  up  by  his  fiunip 
**  liar  friends,^  and  confidents  and  difciples  %•** 

The  doftrine  of  Chrift  being  the  Logos  of  God  was  then 
generally  known.  For  Origen  (ays  \  **  He  afterwards  ac- 
**  cufes  the  Chriftians  as  reafoning  fophiftically,  in  laying 
'^  that  the  Son  of  God  is  his  Word  ;  and  he  accounts  it  a 
"  great  crime,  that  having  declared  the  Word  to  be  the  Soo 
**  of  God,  we  do  not  defcribe  this  Word  as  pure  and  hdy, 
**  but  as  a  man  difgraced,  fubje6ted  to  fuffering,  and  cro- 
"  cified  II ."  And  again  ;  "  But  he  objedb  to  us,  /  iftow  not 
"  bow  ofteftf  that  we  believe  Jefus,  though  poflefled  of  a 
"  mortal  body,  to  be  God,  and  that  we  feem  to  be  lerious 
«•  in  this  §•" 

But  why  fliould  I  multiply  extrafb  ?  Almoft  all  the  ob- 
jcftions,  produced  from  Celfus,  in  the  fecond,  third,  and 
firft  part  of  the  fourth  books  of  Origen *s  work  againft  him» 
proceed  on  this  principle,  and  feverally  contain  a  particular 
mention  of  this  doftrine,  as  the  fundamental  objedioo  to 
Chriftianity.  The  Jew,  whom  Celfus  perlbnates,  addrcflis 
himielf,  not  immediately  to  believing  Gentiles,  but  to  his 
3  own 
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©wn   coantiTmen  who    believed.      Origen  difingenuouflj 
^peaksy  as  if  Xht  name  of  Ebionites  had  been  common  to  all 
die  Jews  believing  in  Chnft,  becaufe  he  wiflied  to  make  it 
appear  that  thej  had  not  forfaken  the  law,  and  knew  that 
if  he  mentioned  any  befides  them,  he  could    not  efiablifli 
this  point.     Yet  in  the  whole  courfe  of  his  reafoning,  he 
does  not  once  deny  the  truth  of  what  isT  alTerted  by  the 
Jew,  that  his  countrymen  worfliipped  him  as  God,  whom 
others  had  crucified.    Had  he  known  that  none  of  the  Jews, 
who  believed  in  Chrift,  acknowledged  him  to  be  God; 
fuch  was  his  eagemeis  to  difplay  the  ignorance  of  Celfus, 
that  he  would  not  have  overlooked  fuch  a  noble  opportu- 
nity of  triumphing  over  him.     But  inilead  of  refufing  the 
charge  £b  frequently  repeated,  he  acknowledges  concerning 
Chriflians,  without  any  diftinddon,  that  '*  Chrift  is  adored 
^  by  them." 

It  is  granted  that  Cel&s  is  'Chargeable  with  many  ndl- 
ftsikes  in  his  accufations,  and. gives  a  falfe  reprefentation  of 
many  circumftances  concerning  the  life  of  x>ur  Saviour.  But 
had  he  not,  fo  early  as  the  time  of  Cellus,  been  generally 
.  owned  by  Chriftians  to  be  God,  the  Healhen  philofopher 
would  not  have  ventured  to  impeach  Chriftianity  on  this 
head;  becaufe  every  reader,  Jewifh,  Heathen  or  Chriftian, 
moft  liave  known  that  it  was  a  wifehood.  He  might  wilful- 
ly mifreprefent  things  that  had  happened  a  century  before* 
But  in  this  inftance  he  made  an  appeal  to  mankind,  with  re- 
fpefi  to  what  was  prefent,  and  with  refped  to  a  cufcumftance 
of  fuch  a  nature,  that  the  truth  or  falfehood  of  his  afiertion 
could  not  remain  unknown.  From  the  extra£b  given  by 
Origen,  it  appears  indeed,  that  Celfufi,  through  the  whole 
of  his  work,  reprefents  it  as  a  matter  of  public  notoriety, 
that  the  dodrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was  believed  by 
Chriftians  from  the  beginning, 

NJ9W,  Celfus  lived  during  the  reiga  of  Adrian ;  and  it 
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is  tioX.  improbable  that  he  wrote  before  the  death  of  this 
prince.  For  he  fpeaks  of  his  fe verity  againft  the  Jews  as 
very  recent,  and  does  not  particularly  mention  the  name 
of  Adrian,  to  which  he  could  have  had  Ao  objeSiony  had 
he  been  dead.  The  term  tstov  this  per/on^  by  which  be 
refers  to  him^  feems  moft  properly  to  apply  to  one  ftill  a- 
live.  At  any  rate,  he  was  cotemporary  with  Juftin  Mar- 
tyr :  and  the  maimer  in  which  die  former  fpeaks  of  die 
do&rine  of  our  Saviour's  divinity,  is  fuch  as  totally  to  over- 
throw the  hypothefis  of  Dr  P.  as  to  its  being  invented  bj 
the  latter.  To  any  one  who  will  take  the  trouble  of  look- 
ing into  the  objections  of  Celfus,  this  idea  mud  appear  ri- 
diculous in  thexxtreme  \  and  no  other  confutation  will  feem 
neceffary, 

S  E  C  T  I  O  JT    II. 

Further  confiderations  concerning  the  Kdt6  of  Adrian.    Of 

the  return  of  the  Chrijlians  from  Pella  ;  and  of  AqulUt 
refideiice  at  Jerufalem.  OhjeEltom  to  the  exijlence  of  Of' 
thodox  Hebrews  conjidered, 

■r>.R  Priestley  in  his  letters  to  Dr  Horfley,  part  iii.  to 
^  ^  which  I  do  not  know  that  there  has  been  any  reply, 
feems  to  flatter  hin^felf  that  he  has  fully  anfwered  all  that  his 
learned  opponent  had  advanced.  He  takes  his  leave  of  the 
fubjeft,  by  eredting  a  trophy  to  his  own  honour  ;."  Thus 
"  again,"  he  fays,  "  ends  this  church  of  orthodox  Jewifti 
"  Chriftians  at  Jerufalem,  planted  by  Moflieim,  and  dc- 
"  ftroyed  by  the  too  copious  watering  of  the  Archdeacoa 
«  of  St  Albans  ♦." 

But  before  the  public  can  decree  a  triumph  to  the  Doctor 
for  his  valorous  exploits  againft  thefe  poor  ptifccuted  Chri- 
ftians, 

•  p.  35, 
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fiians,  it  may  be  neceffary  more  particularly  to  invefiigate 
the  grounds  on  which  it  is  claimed. 

Our  learned  author  eijther  t^es  for  granted^  or  confiders  as 
proved,  the  following  things  : 

L  That  Adrian's  edift  refpefted  the  Hebrew  Chriftians  as 
much  as  the  unbelievers  of  that  nation. 

II.  That  the  return  of  the  Chriftians  ^  from  Pella,  was 
before  the  time  of  Adrian* 

III.  That  it  is  not  probable  that  Aquila  refided  at  Jeni- 
falem  after  tiiis  edid:. 

I.  With  refpeft  to  the  firft  of  thefe,  there  ari  various 
circumftances  which  would  make  an  accurate  hiftorian  cau- 
tious of  affertingy  that  Adrian's  edid  excluded  the  beUeving 
as  well  as  the  infidel  Jews  from  Jerufalem. 

From  Dr  P.'s  tranflation  of  the  language  of  Sulpicius, 
it  might  feem  that  this  was  the  light  in  which  it  was  view- 
ed by  that  writer  :  **  Adrian, — becaufe*  the  Chriftians  w:re 
"  thought  to  conjijl  chiefly  of  yews, — ordered  a  cohort  of 
**  fddiers  to  keep  conftant  guard,  and  drive  all  Jews  fiont 
"  any  accefe  to  Jerutdem."  But  the  learned  Gentlemaii  - 
feems  to  have  miftaken  the  meaning  of  that  expreffion  ; 
Chriftiani  ex  ^udais  potijjimum  putabuntur.  It  does  not 
bear  the  fenfe  which  he  puts  upon  it ;  but  fimply  fignifies, 
•that  they  "  were  thouglit  chiefly  to  derive >their  origin  from^^ 
them.  This  muft  be  acknowledged  as  its  true  meaning-  if 
we  allow  Severus  to  be  his  own  expofi.or.  .In  the  chapter 
immediately  preceding,  he  ufes  the  fame  language-  and  ex- 
plains the  fertfe  in  which  he  ufes  it.  After  faying  that 
Titus  deliberated,  whether  he  would  deitroy  tlie  tem- 
ple of  Jerufalem,  and  that  fome  advifed.hiin  to  fpare  it, 
he  adds ;  "  But  others,  and  Titus  himfelf,  thou-^ht  that  the 
"  temple  fhould  by  all  means  be  deftroyed,  that  the  religion 
"  of  the  Jews  and  Chriftians  might  be  more  complet  ly 
**  abolilhed.     For  they  thought  that  tuefe  religions,  though 

M  4  "  contrary 
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^  contrary  to  each  other,  proceeded  from  the  &me  authoTB ; 
"that  the  Chriftians  derived  their  origin  from  the  Jews ; 
"  and  that  if  the  root  was  removed,  the  flock  would  foon 
"  periih  ♦."  That,  in  the  next  chapter,  by  loci  injuria^  he 
does  not  mean  the  deftrufiion  of  the  place,  \s  evident  from 
what  he  adds  here  2  "  And  this  was  the  laft  deftrudion  of 
'*  the  templet." 

Whether  Severus  was  right  or  not  in  fuppofing  that  A- 
drian  meant  to  deftroy  Chriftianity,  it  is  clear  that  he  af* 
figns  to  him  a  very  different  line  of  conduft  with  refpeS  to 
this,  from  what  he  is  faid  to  have  obferved  in  attempting 
the  deftrufHon  of  Judaifm.  Severus  firft  fpeaks  of  the  a^ 
tipmpts  of  Adrian  agsdnft  Chriftianity ;  then,  of  the  plan 
that  he  followed  with  refpe&  to  the  Jews.  He  alTerts  diat 
Adrian  thought  to  deftroy  the  Ghriftian  faith  lod  infariOf 
by  doing  injury  to  places  held  in  veneration,  by  letting  up 
images  in  the  temple,  and  in  the  place  of  our  Lord's  pa(- 
fion*  But  this  local  injury  could  be  of  no  avail,  unlefi  Chii* 
ftians  had  ftiU  a  locality  at  Jerufalem.  It  muft  have  re* 
fpeded  Hebrew  Chriftians  efpecially.  Indeed,  they  alone 
were  attached  to  the  temple ;  whatever  refpcft  others  may 
be  fuppoCed  to  have  had  to  Calvary.  •  Had  Adrian  meant 
to  exclude  Chriftian  Hebrews  from  Jerufalem,  why  defile 
the  temple,  or  rather  the  place  where  it  ftood,  to  which 
they  could  have  no  accels?  According  to  this  account, 
however,  Adrian  feems  to  have  been  determined  that  all 
the  Chriftians  who  refided  at  Jerufalem  ftiould  renounce  the 
Jewifti   rites;  that  there  might  be  certain  evidence  that 

there 

♦  At  contra  alii,  ct  Titus  ipfc,  cvertenclum  templum  in  primis  cenfe- 
bant,  quo  plcnios  Judaeorum  et  Chriftianorum  religio  tollcrctur.  Qaippe 
has  religiones,  licet  contrtrias  fibi,  iifdcm  tamcn  audloribus  profeAai. 
Chriftianos  ex  Judacis  extitiflc :  radicc  fublata,  ftirpem  facile  perituninv 
Hift.  lib.  ii.  c.  30.  p.  244. 

f  Atquc  b«c  ultima  tcmpli  evcrfio.     Jbid. 
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there  was  no  connexion  between  them  and  the  Jews*  But 
the  hiftorian  gives  a  different  account  of  his  condu6t  with 
refpeft  to^the  latter.  They  were  not  fo  much  as  fuffered  to 
remain  in  the  city.  The  reafon  which  he  gives  for  this  fe- 
verity,  very  probably  was  only  his  own  conftruftion  of  the 
emperor's  condufl. 

Candour  requires  that  it  ihould  be  acknowledged,  that 
Eufebius  appears  to  have  cpnfidered  this  edid  as  extending 
to  all  of  the  Jewilh  race.  For  he  makes  no  exception,  and 
fpeaks  of  all  the  old  inhabitants  of  Jerufalem  as  cafl  out. 
But  refpedtable  as  his  authority  is,  he  feems  to  have  been 
leis  accurate  in  his  accoimt  of  the  war  of  Adrian,  than  in 
moft  other  inflances.  It  deferves  our  obfervation  that  be 
quotes  Arifto  Pellaeus  as  his  authority  for  the  account  which 
he  pves  of  this  war.  "  From  this  time,"  he  fays,  **  by  the  ex- 
^  preis  law  of  Adrian,  the  whole  nation  was  prohibited  to 
"  enter  into  the  region  around  Jeruialem,  fo  that  they  were 
'*  not  allowed  to  look  upon  their  paternal  foil  even  at  a  di- 
"  fiance,  as  Ariilo  Pelkeus  relates."  What  Eufebius  imme- 
diately adds  feems  to  be  his  own  inference  from  the  words  of 
this  writer.  "  T^bus  the  city  being  emptied  of  the  nation  of 
"  the  Jews,  and  its  old  inhabitants  bein^  entirely  defiroyed, 
^  and  it  being  inhabited  by  another  race,  it  was  afterwards 
^  changed  into  a  Roman  colony,  and  called  Aelia,  in  ho- 
•*  noor  of  the  emperor  AeUus  Adrito  :  and  the  church  there 
^  confifting  of  Gentiles,  Mark  was  firft  chofen  to  minifter 
"  among  them,  after  the  bifliops  of  the  circumcifion  ♦."    It 

is 

I'xAtiunsi  fi^7fT«»«  vdfitf  ^my^t&i  imt  ^tctra^te-tf  A^^tttvu,  tf;  «r  fe*  3* 
t|  a^»wrw  dttf^dttf  TO  vrttr^tiOf  t^ufof,  fTXiAivo-a/btivy*  A^irtff  • 
nfXX«««(  i^^u*  urn  hi  m;  ir^Xwf  us  f^Dfuay  T«  laiautf  t^ttif,  xeu 
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is  not  im^obabley  that  what  was  meant  bj  Arifto  of  the 
Jews  properly  fo  called,  as  oppofed  to  the  ChrifUans,  wai 
tmderilood  bj  Eufddius  as  extending  to  all  who  were  of 
the  Hebrew  race,  efpeciallj  as  he  knew  that  at  this  time 
the  church  of  Jerufalem  had  her  firft  bifliop  i^m  amoof 
the  Gentiles. 

The  reafon  given  by  Eufebius,  for  the  devaflation  of  Je- 
rufalem feems  to  proceed  on  a  mifappreheniioi^  of  Arifio's 
meaning.  That  writer,  as  quoted  by  Eu&bius^  iays,  that 
<<  an  innimierable  multitude  of  men,  women  and  childrefl 
''  (iia^ipm)  being  deftroyed,  their  lands  were  given  ap  to 
**  the  law  of  war*."  To  this  Eufebius  evidently  re- 
fers, when  he  afterwards  (ays  that ''  the  city  was  emptied 
**  of  the  nation  of  the  Jews,  and  its  old  inhabitants  («(— 
**  varrexifi  ^pcd)  completely  deftroyed."  Thus,  it  is  clear, 
that  if  we  follow  Eufebius  here^  we  muft  receive  it  ai  a 
£a£t  that  all  who  believed,  in  Jerufalem,  were  deftroyed  ia 
this  war,  in  common  with  the  unbelieving  Jews. 

Nicephorus,  as  Dr  P.  obferves,  feys  that  **  Adrian  can&d 
"  Jerufalem  to  be  inhabited  by  Greeks  only,  and  permitted 
"  no  others  to  live  in  it."  But  it  is  natural  to  fuppofe  that 
he  would  follow  Eufebius,  as  he  generally  does  little  more 
than  copy  him.  Dr  P.  objedls  to  Severus,  that  he  is  a  late 
writer,  although  cotemporary  with  Je'rom.  But  furcly 
this  objedion  comes  with  far  greater  force  againft  Nice- 
phorus, 

fiev   Tot^    ix  ^t^trofAn^  trtTKOTtyi^  rnr  Tout  f«t«rf  Ai«lif^<«f  i^X^^^V 
rtu  M«^»0f«      Hift.  Lib.  4.  c.  6. 

yv^ttixu^  iia^6u^ttf^    «-«Af^»  ri   va^    rttf     X^'C'^   atnttf  ii^f^f^ 
if^h^ofiints*  Ibid. 
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phorus,  who  wrote  more  than  900  years  after  Sevems.  But 
although  the  former  exprefles  himfelf  m  the  language  quo- 
ted ;  from  what  he  fajs  in  the  clofe  of  the  chapter,  it  is  impro- 
bable that  he  confidered  the  believing  Hebrews  as  included 
in  diis  calamitj  :  "  And  thus  even  under  him  (Adrian)  the 
«  Jews  paid  their  laft  debt  to  juftice  for  their  furj  againft 
«  ChriftV 

Juftin  Martyr,  in  his  fecond  apology,  as  it  is  ordinarily 
reckoned,  takes  notice  of  the  exclufion  of  the  Jews  from 
Jeruialem,  and  of  its  being  "  a  capital  crime  for  a  Jew  to 
«  be  found  there  !•"  But  when  he  fpeaks  of  the  Jews  in 
this  general  way,  it  is  in  contradiftinffion  to  Chriftians,  al- 
though originally  of  that  nation.  Therefore,  a  few  fen- 
tences  below,  he  fejrs  that  "  the  Jews,  although  they 
"  had  the  prophets,  and  expeded  Chrift,  not  only  did 
**  not  receive,  but  killed  him."  And  afterwards,  he  feems 
to  confider  their  expulfion  from  their  own  land,  as  this  pu- 
niihment  of  their  unbelief  f  .This  he  expreisly  aflerts  in  his 
dialogue  with  Trypho  ||.  But  if  he  knew  that  this  was  alfo 
the  lot  of  the  great  body  of  believing  Hebrews,  it  is  not 
probable  that  he  would  have  confidered  it  in  this  light.  For 
this  would  have  been  to  fuppofe  the  innocent  to  be  punifh- 
cd  with  the  guilty. 

.The  fame  ancient  writer  informs  the  emperor,  that,  "  in 
•*  the  laft  Jewifli  war,  Barchochebas,  the  leader  of  th'e  rc- 
•*  bellion  of  the  Jews,  gave  orders  to  drag  the  Cbrijlians  only 
•*  to  the  fevereft  puniihments,  unlefs  they  would  deny  and 
^  bmpheme  Chrift  §."  Juftin  has  been  blamed,  indeed, 
by  £bme  modems,  as  if   he   exaggerated  matters   here ; 

becaufe 

(Mft»g  tLicvtiffoL^  h%vi.    Hift*  lib.  3.  c.  24*  p*  257* 
t  Apol.  ii.  p.  84.  I  Ibid.  p.  %%,  |  p.  234. 

\  Ibid.  p.  72. 
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I>ecaufe  they  could  not  fee  wh  j  Barchochebas  Ihould  poinlh 
the  Chriftians  only,  as  if  the  Martyr  meant  that  he  did 
not  wifli  to  injure  the  Romans.  But  what  he  £3178  conceni- 
ing  that  falfe  Chrifty  that  he  gave  the  Chriftians  only  ova 
to  fevere  vengeance f  is  entirely  credible*  He  would  be 
cfpecially  exafjperated  againft  them,  becau£e  they  were  the 
great  enemies  of  his  pretended  mif&on  as  the  Meifiah,  and 
although  of  the  Hebrew  race^  would  not  join  turn  agaiiiil 
the  Romans. 

No  one  could  know  the  ftate  of  matters  betters  than  JoSin ; 
as  he  had  iived  in  Samaria  tiH  this  time,  and  is  fuppo&d  to 
have  left  that  country  on  account  of  the  Jewifli  vebellioo^ 
Eufebins  gives  the  &me  teftimony  in  his  hiftory,  in  die 
very  words  of  Juftin.  in  his  Cbronkon^  he  afligns  the  ret- 
fon  of  this  condud  of  Barchochebas,  aiTerting  that  becnie 
<<  he  found  that  the  Chriftians  would  not  join  him  agaiaft 
<<  the  Romans,  he  caufed  them  to  be  put  to  death  with 
^  every  kind  of  cruelty  f ."  Adrian,  from  his  inqoifitifc 
temper,  may  well  be  fuppofed  to  have  made  himfelf  tho- 
roughly acquainted  with  all  the  circumftances  of  the  war, 
and  muft  have  known  that  the  Hebrew  Chriftians,  not  onlj 
adhered  to  his  interefts,  but  fuffered  greater  cruelties  from 
the  rebel,  for  their  fidelity,  than  any  of  his  other  fubjeAs. 

Is  it,  therefore,  in  any  degree  probable,  that  he  would 
notwithftanding  punifli  them  in  common  with  the  aggrcf. 
f ors  ? 

It  feems  to  be  generally  allowed  that  the  rcfcript  of 
Adrian,  in  favour  of  the  Chriftians,  was  pubtiflied  be&re 
the  Jewifti  war :  and  there  was  nothing  in  their  condod  00 
that  occafion,  that  could  difpofe  him  to  withdraw  his  pro- 
te£lion.  Dr  P.,  indeed,  that  he  may  remove  every  thing 
which  feems  to  oppofe  his  fyftem  on  this  head,  talks  coo- 

temptuooil/ 

*  fiaron.  Annal.  Adr.  A.  1 1, 
i  JJifl  J.  4.  c.  9.  p.  152.  ap,  Baran.  Annal.  Adr.  A.  \%. 
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tuoufljT  of  this  refcript.  How  for,"  fays  he,  •*  did  this 
'oar  to  Chriflians  extend?"  Then,  after  mentioning, 
irords  of  Adrian,  he  adds ;  ^^  That  is,  as  the  hiflory  ^ 
yk  times  enables  us  to  interpret  it,  thej  were  not  to 

punifhed  as  Chriftians,  till  they  were  proved  to  be 
*'*'  Rut  we  have  reafon  to  conclude,  that,  although 
lerfecution  did  not  entirely  ceafe,  it  was  greatly  mo- 
ed.  As  the  emperor  enjoined  that  they  fhould  not 
mdemned  ^*  for  the  bare  name  of  Chriftians,"  but  only 
{ being  **  proved  that  they  had  committed  fome  crin^ 
linfl  the  laws  ;"  it  fhows  that  he  was  inclined  to  treat 

favourably,  and  renders  it  unprobable  that  he  would 
vards  condemn,  them  as  guilty  of  a  crime,  for  oppo-> 
vhich  they  had  feverely  fufiered. 
u:  learned  author  adds ;  ^Mliis  does  not  amount  to  a 
eration  of  the  Jews  at  Jeruialem,  on  condition  of  their 
ibracing  Chriftianity  ?"  Who  ever  afferted  this  ?  All 
any  one  would  plead  is,  that  it  is  a  ffarong  prefumptioa 
vour  of  his  tolerating  the  Cbriftians  at  Jeru&lem,  al- 
jh  Jews  by  birth,  who  were  willing  to  renounce  thc^ 
(h  rites  ;  when  there  was  nothing  found  in  their  con- 
againft  the  laws,  nay,  when  they  fufiered  for  their 
Eul  adherence  to  them. 

is  a  firong  prefmnption  that  the  believing  Hebrews 

not  banifhed  from  Jerufalem,  that  Tertullian  objeds 
to  unbelievers  of  that  nation,  as  the  punifhment  of 

iniquity  f .     He  certainly  would  not  have  done  fo^ 

had 

Letters,  p«rt  iii.  p.  20. 

Animtdvertimus  autem  tone  neminem  de  genere  Ifn^  in  ciritatft 
lehem  remanfifle,  et  exinde  quod  interdi<5iam  eft,  ne  in  coafiKio  ip* 
regionis  demoretar  quifqaaai  Judaeoram,  ut  hoc  quoque  eflet  adim- 
im  per  prophetam  :  Terra  veftra  deferta,  civitatet  veilrae  igni  exaftse* 
ft,  quod  belli  tempore  eis  evenerit,  regionem  yeftram  in  confpedlu. 
a  ejLteri  comedent,  et  deferta  et  fubverfa  erit  a  populis  alienxs..— -— 
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liad  it  been  in  their  power  to  reply,  that  his  own  brethrto 
of  their  race  were  ponilhed  as  feverely  as  they.^  It  is  evi- 
dent that  Jerom  had  no  idea  that  believing  Hebrews  were, 
by  this  edid,  excluded  from  Jerufalem.  For  he  fpeaks  d 
miferahh  Ifrael  alone  as  bewailing  the  ruins  of  the  temple 
at  a  diftance.  Here  he  evidently  oppofes  the  unbelieving 
Jews  to  Chrifiians.  For  he  adds,  that  a  new  city  was 
built,—"  that  the  multitude  of  them  who  believed  might 
"  daily  fee  the  roofs  of  new  churches  rifing  *." 

The  learned  Dr  Horfley  has  produced  the  ezpreis  tefli- 
mony  of  Orofius,  a  Chriilian  writer  cotemporary  with  Je- 
rom, to  prove  that  Adrian's  edid  did  not  extend  to  Chri- 
fiians. ''  And  he  commanded,"  fays  this  hiftorian,  "  diat 
**  no  Jew  Ihould  be  allowed  to  enter  Jerufalem  ;  this  liber- 
**  ty  being  granted  to  Chrifiians  only  f."  Dr  P.,  in  hii 
ufual  way,  treats  this  allegation  with  very  little  refpeft,  as 
it  is  on  the  wrong  fide  of  the  quefiion.  He  offers  nodmig 
againft  the  credibility  of  the  hiflorian  ;  but  feebly  oUervcs, 
that  "  in  the  idea  even  of  this  writer,  the  Greek  Chrifiians 
"  might  remain,  but  the  Jewi/h  not ."  He  might  have 
made  this  pretence,  had  Orofius  diftinguiflied  between  Jews 
and  Gentiles.  But  he  has  unhappily  made  the  diftindioa 
between  yews  and  Chrifiians^  evidently  referring  to  the 
religion  of  each.  There  is,  therefore,  no  room  left  for  this 
evafion. 

But 

£t  oculi  veftri  videbunt  terram  de  longinquo :  quod  vobis  pro  mentis 
veftris  poft  expugnationem  Jerufalem,  prohihitis  ingredi  in  terram  ve* 
ilram,  de  longinquo  earn  cculis  tantum  videre  pcrmiirum  eft.  AdverC  Jo* 
daeos,  c.  13.  p.  146. 

•  Ut  ra  ifcrabilis  Ifrael  ruinas  templi  nudatis  plangat  lacertis,  ct  ii 
Cbrifto  turba  credentium  nova  quotidie  vidcat  Eccleliz  tecfla  coafoT' 
gere.     Hedibiae,    qu.  8.    Epift.  turn.  3.  fol.  47. 

f  Przcipitque  ne  cui  Judxo  introcundi  Hierofolymatn  eflct  liccnti»r 
Chriftianis  tantum  civitate  pcrmiffa.     Hift.  I.  7.  c.  13. 

X  Let.  part  ill.  p.  19. 
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»ut  ftill  more  fatallj  for  our  author,  this  fycat  Orofius 
lares  that  Adrian,  by  this  procedure  againft  the  Jews, 
b^enged  the  Chriftians,  whom  Barchochebas,  the  leader 
f  the ,  Jews,  had  tortured,  becaufe  they  would  not  join 
im  againft  the  Romans  »."  Were  they  Greek  Chri- 
is,  who  were  thus  avenged  ?  Or  were  they  the  peribns 
'  had  fuffered  from  the  rebel  ? 

)rofius  fays  nothing  but  what  Jerom  had  faid  before 
.  For  in  his  commentary  on  that  paflage,  Tbey  that 
them  fay^  Bleffld  be  the  Lord^  tlfr.  when  he  has  defcri- 
Adrian  as  felling  the  Jews  like  cattle  in  a  market,  he 
;  that  their  conquerors  were  thus  **  the  avengers  of  the 
le  Lord."  But  were  they  his  avengers,  by  deftroying 
slling  the  multitude  of  tliem  that  believed  in  him  ?  So 
vas  Jerom  from  forming  fo  wild  an  idea,  that  he  under- 
b  the  words  that  follow  as  an  addrefs  to  believing  He-. 
7S :  **  And  /  wiH  feed  the  fiock  of  flaughtevy  that  the 
"vjs  may  be  always  nourifhed  for  deftru&ion ;  becaufe 
b  is  the  determination  of  God  ;  O  you,  who  are  the  poor 
"  the  Jlocky  that  is,  the  righteous  of  lirael,  who  have 
dieved  in  the  Lord  Jefus,  and  received  the  Son  of  God* 
-/  will  no  more  pity  the  inhabitants  of  the  land^  faith 
'e  Lord,  This  feems  to  be  fpoken  of  the  Jewiin  peo- 
e  omly,  becaufe  after  they  had  ilaia  the  prophets,  they 
fo  laid  violent  hands  on  the  Son  of  God  f.'* 

Inftead 

Ukas  qoe  eft  Hadrianus  Chriftlanos,  quos  illi  Cotheba  fince  qahd 
adverfus  Romanos  non  aflentarent  ezcruciabant.     Hift.  lib.  7.  c.  13. 

Legamus  veteres  hiftorias,  et  traditionet  plangentium  Jadseorum,  qui 
ibernaculo  Abrabz,  ubi  nunc  per  annos  fingulos  mercatus  celcberri^ 

exercetur :  poit  ultimam  evei  (lunem  quam  fuftinueret  ab  Hadhano 
ta  hominum  millia  venundata  Hnt:  et  quae  vend!  non  putuerint, 
Data  in  Aegyptuin  :  et  tam  haufragio  et  fame  quam  gentium  caede 
cata.    Ifti  etgo  vi<5tores,  et  Domini  ultores  qui  occidebaot  et  non 

dolebant^ 
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Inflead  of  imagining  that  the  believing  Hebrews  were 
inchided  in  the  punifliment  of  their  unbelieving  brethren, 
he  defcribes  the  former  as  joining  in  the  war  againfi  the 
latter^  For,  firft,  he  explains  thefe  words,  Tbat  I  might 
break  the  brotherhood  between  Judab  and  Ifrael^  of  the  dif- 
folution  of  the  league  of  fraternity  between  believing  and 
unbelieving  Jews;  aflerting  that  the  former  were  called 
Judahy  becaufe  of  confelling  theu*  God,  and  the  latter  £- 
phraim  and  Jofeph,  becaufe  of  their  obduracy  in  unbelieC 
Afterwards  he  renders  the  twelfth  verfe  of  the  following 
chapter,  And  Judah  Jball  be  in  the  Jiege  againjl  Jemfii' 
km  ;  and  thus  explains  it :  *'  But  in  the  fiege  of  Jeniia- 
**  lem,  Judah  itfelf  is  taken  bj  the  Gentiles,  and  entering 
*^  into  their  focietj,  is  laid  under  the  neceility  of  befieging 
<<  its  own  metropolis  *•"  A  little  downwards,  he  repeats 
the  afl*ertion. 

Commenting  on  thefe  words,  In  it  JbaU  be  a  tenths 
and  the  holy  feed  JbaU  be  that  which  Jball  remain  in  it;  he 
lays :  "  The  remnant  fliall  again  be  for  a  prey,  when  m 

•«  about 

dolebant,  et  vendebant  pecora,  atque  dicebant ;  Benedidlus  Domtnos,  dt< 
▼ites  fadli  fumus :  banc  babebant  fententiam ;  Propter  peccau  fua  ofieu 
dere  Judsei :  ideo  eos  opprefllmus,  et  ex  pretio  eorum  divites  fa^  fumui. 
— Et  pafcam  pecus  occifionis,  ut  femper  Judzi  outriantur  ad  morteai 
propt^rea  quia  Dei  eft  ifta  fententia ;  O  vos  qui  eftis  pauperes  grcgis, 
hoc  eft  jufti  de  Ifrael ;  qui  credidiftis  in  Dominum  Jcfum,  et  Dei  filiwn 
fufcepiltis.  Nod  parcam  ultra  fuper  habitatores  terrae,  dicit  Dofm* 
nus :  Et  hoc  de  uno  Judaico  populo  dicere  videbatur,  quod  intcrffd.J 
prophetis,  etiam  in  filium  Dei  mififlTcnt  manus,  &c.  In  Zach.  xi.  4.  6, 7. 

♦  Quae  fccunda  virga a  me  ideo  projc<5la  eft,  ut  diffulverem  ftcdui. 

et  germaniutem  atque  concordiam,  quz  inter  Judam  fuerat  et  Ifrael,  et 
fratrcs  a  fe  inviccm  fepararem  :  ut  in  Ap©ftoloruna  et  eorum  qui  egenw! 
poenitentiam  numero,  rurfum  Juda  appellarctur,  ct  confitens  Deum  (am' 
Ifrael  autem  et  Ephiaim  vocaicntur,  qui  in  cordis  duritia  permaaesfo 

dixei-unt;  Non  habemus  regcm,  nifi   Caefarem. Bed  et  Judas  obftfi 

Hierufalcm,  eft  captus  a  gentihus,  ct  in  illarum  tranfiens  focictateflii  co« 
gctur  obfidcre  mctropolim  fuam.     In  Zach.  xi.  14.  xii.  r. 
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"  about  fifty  years  after  (that  is,  after  the  deftru£tion  of  Je- 
'*  nifalem  by  Titus)  A.drian  fliall  come,  and  fhall  complete- 
ly wafle  the  land  of  Judaea,  fo  that  it  may  be  compared 
to  a  turpentine  tree,  and  to  an  oak,  when  they  have  loft 
"  their  leaves.  In  fine,  fince  the  laft  devaftation,  the  Jew^ 
"  even  lie  under  the  lalh  of  public  laws,  and  are  prohibited 
"  to  enter  that  land  from  which  they  have  been  ejeded. 
"  But  as  to  thofe  who  have  believed  in  Chrift,  that  has 
**  been  fulfilled  which  we  read  above ;  Except  the  Lord  of 
"  bojis  had  left  unto  us  a  fmall  remnant^  we  fhould  have 
"  heen  as  Sodom  and  like  unto  Gomorrah^  For  according  to 
"  the  Apoftle,  A  remnant  Jhall  be  faved.  This  fliall  be 
"  the  holy  feed.  Arid  from  the  apoftolical  flioot  all  the 
**  churches  have  fpnmg  *." 

Can  there  be  any  doubt  that  Jerom  was  fully  perfuaded 
that  the  Chriftian  Hebrews  were  exempted  from  this  cala- 
mity, and  allowed  to  remain  in  the  land  of  Judaea,  while 
their  imbelieving  brethren  were  expelled  from  it  ? 

11.  According  td  Dr  P.,  nothing  can  be  more  evident 
than  that  the  return  of  the  Jewilh  Chriftians  from  Pella, 
mentioned  by  Epiphanius,  was  that  which  followed  the 
deftru^lion  of  Jerufalem  by  Titus  f .  Hence  he  wiihes  ta 
infer  that,  after  the  rebellion  under  Barchochebas,  the 
Chriftians  were  expelled  from  the  city  in  pom  men  with  the 
Jews.     It  cannot  be  refufed  that  the  deftruftion  mentioned 

by 

*  Rurfiim  ipfe  reliquwe  eriint  in  depraedationem,  quando  poft  a^nos 

ferme   quinquaginta  Hadrianas  veuerit,  ct  terrain  Judacain  fuerit  penitus 

depraedatus ;  in  tantum  ut  terebintiio  et  quercui  quae  glandcs  amiietint 

comparetur.     Denique   poft  extremam  vaftitatcm,  etiam  leges  pubiic» 

pependerunt,   ct  prohibiti  funt  Judsi  terrani,  de  qua  eje<fti  fuerant,  in- 

gredi,     ^i  quis  autera  crediderit  in   Chriftum,  ct  irapletura  fuerit  illud 

quod  fupra  legiaius;  Nili  Domi;  us   fabaoth  reliquiflet  nobis  femen,  &c. 

quando  juxta  Apoilulum,  reliquiae  falvabuntur.    Hoc  femen  fan£^ni  erit : 

et  de  Aportolorum  gcrmine  cun(flaB  ecclefiae  pullulabunt.  In  £(ii.  vi.  13. 

f  Let.  Part  iii.  p.  23. 

Vol.  it.  N 
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1>7  Epiphaninfl  feems  to  be  that  by  Titnt •  Bat  it  rnufi  be 
obferved  that,  when  he  fpeaks  of  the  ChrUHans  as  *^  bt« 
^  ving  returned  after  the  defolation  of  Jeru&lem/'  his  hs« 
guage  is  indefinite*  It  cannot  be  juftly  inferred  that  the/ 
returned  immediately.  For  he  limits  no  time.  Nor  that 
the  great  body  of  them  had  returned  before  the  war  of  A- 
drian.  It  is  evident  that  they  returned  gradually,  and 
that  very  few  had  left  Pella  before  the  laft  mentioned  e- 
poch. 

Epiphanius  does  not  fo  much  as  mention  the  deftrufiioQ 
of  the  city  under  Adrian.  This  language  has  been  uled 
by  fome  of  the  Fathers.  But  thfcre  does  not  (eem  to  havt 
,  been  any  event  that  could  properly  deferve  the  name.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Jewiih  hiftoriany  it  was  fo  completely  de« 
firoyed  by  Titus,  that  "  only  three  towers  were  fparrd, 
<'  as  an  evidence  to  futurity  of  the  (kill  and  power  of  the 
^  Romans  in  becoming  poflefled  of  them."  He  fays  tint 
^*  the  city  was  totally  demolilbed,  and  razed  even  to  tbe 
*'  ground;  fo  that  it  fcarcely  appeared  to  have  been  tbe 
'*  refidence  of  human  creatures  *."  Now,  we  have  not  a 
trace  in  hidory  of  its  being  rebuilt  before  the  reign  of  A- 
driaq. 

When  this  Emperor,  during  his  journey  through  the 
Eaft,  came  to  Jenifalem,  he  found  it  in  a  very  ruinous  fi' 
tnation.  According  to  Epiphanius,  he  viiittrd  Palc- 
fline  **  in  the  forty-fevcnth  year  after  the  deflrudion  of 
*^  Jerufalem,  and  found  all  the  city  levelled  to  the  ground, 
^'  a  few  buildings  excepted,  and  a  fmall  church  of  GckI, 
*•  erefted  where  the  difciples  had  affembltd  after  the  af- 
**  cenfion  of  our  Lord  f ."     He  alfo  mentions  feven  fyna- 

gogucs, 

•  Jofeph.  de  Bell.  Judaic,  lib.  vii.  c.  18. 

u-tx^ui  ^rr,;,  &c.     Epiphsn.  de  Menf.  ftd.  14* 
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gogueSy  '*  which  flood  alone  on  Mount  Zion,  like  fo  mar 
'^  ttj  cottages  *•"  Could  Epjpfaanius  imagine  that  the 
fmall  church  he  mentions  contained  all,  or  even  a  conii- 
derable  part,  of  thofe  Chriftians  who  Had  formerly  relided 
at  Pella?  We  know  that,  before  the  deilru£tion  of  Jerufa^ 
lem*  there  were  many  thoufands  of  Jews  who  believed^ 
Ads  xxi.  20.  Can  Dr  P.  fuppofe  that,  notwichftanding 
the  wonderful  protedion  giveii  them  by  Providence,  and 
the  ftriking  evidence  of  tlie  truth  of  Chriftianity  in  the  ac- 
complimment  of  bur  Saviour's  predi&ions  concerning  Je- 
rufalem,  diey  had,  in  lefs  than  half  a  century,  ^wind- 
led  into  a  mere  handful  that  met  in  one  place  of  wor- 
fliip  ? 

Eufebius,  in  his  Cbronicottj  fpeaks  of  Jerufalem  being 
deftroyed  by  Adrian ;  but  he .  does  not  particularly  men- 
tion  'this  circumftance  in  his  Hiftory,  which  was  written  af- 
ter  the  other,  and  is  generally  reckoned  far  more  accu- 
rate.  Terom,  in  various  places,  ufes  the  fame  language  f. 
Valeiius  does  not  hentate  to  fay  that  in  this  mflance  £u- 
febius  was  miflaken.  He,  with  many  other  learned  wri- 
ters,  denies  that  Jerufalem  was  deftroyed  at  this  time  %• 

However,  it  feems  moft  natural  to  fuppofe,  that  there 
was  fome  foundation  for  what  has,  been  faid  by  thefe  an- 
cient  writers;  although  I  cannot  think,  that  their  Ian- 
guage  ought  to  be  cmderilppd  in  all  that  latitude  which 
has  been  afcribed  to  it.  We  are  by  no  means  to  infer 
from  it  what  might  occur  at  nrft  view,  that  the  city  had 

N  a  been 

»  We  may  obferve,  by  the  way*  that  the  inference  which  Dr  P.  en- 
deavours to  deduce  from  the  language  of  Scverus,  Turn  paene  omnes,  &e. 
is  contrary  to  fad.  For  the  number  of  Jews  at -this  time  in  Jecufalem 
mud  have  far  exceeded  that  of  the  Chriftians. 

f  In  Efai,  i.  6.  Jer.  zxxi.  18.  Ezek.  v.  i,  Dan.  ix^  x^. 

^  Anngtat.  ad  Eufeb.  Hift.  lib.  \y.  c.  6. 
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been  previooflj  in  fbme  degree  refiored  to  its  former  fplen- 
door*  The  contrarj  has  been  ahreadj  feen.  Adrian  fonnd 
it  in  a  minoas  ftate.  If  it  was  rebuilt  before  the  Jewifli 
jj^bellion,  it  mnft  have  been  by  this  Emperor.  If  it  was 
afterwards  defiroyed  by  him,  he  moil  have  boilt  it  a  fe- 
Gond  time.  For  it  will  be  fhewn,  that  it  was  built  after 
the  war. 

The  fad  ieems  to  be  this.  When  Adrian  vifited  Jem- 
lalem,  finding  it  in  a  very  ruinous  ftate,  and  regretting  the 
deflation  of  lb  fine  a  city,  he  ordered  it  to  be  rebuilt,  or 
rather  ordered  a  new  city,  which  was  to  be  called  Adia 
from  his  name,  to  be  built  from  its  ruins  *•  On  this  oc- 
cafion  the  Jews  rebelled,  mod  probably  becaufe  it  was  the 
intention  of  Adrian  to  devote  their  holy  place  to  the  wor- 
(hip  of  ftrange  gods,  and  to  ered  a  temple  to  Jupiter  Ca- 
pitolinus,  where  the  temple  of  God  had  flood  f .  Epipha- 
nius  feems  to  refer  to  this  circumftance,  when  he  fays  that 
Adrian  *^  thought  of  rebuilding  the  city,  but  not  the  tem- 
•'ple."  It  may  be  fuppofed  that  the  rebels  expelled  his 
workmen  from  the  place,  and  put  it  in  the  befl  flate  of  de- 
fence that  it  could  admit  of;  that  upon  the  arrival  of  the 
Roman  army,  it  was  retaken  ;  and  that  the  conquerors 
wrecked  their  vengeance  on  the  poor  remains  of  the  re- 
bellious city,  particularly  on  the  ruins  of  the  temple,  as 
the  great  objeft  of  the  Jewifli  attachment.  For  Jerom  in- 
forms us  that  "  in  contempt  of  the  vanquiftied  nation,  die 
temple  was  plowed  by  Rufus  |." 

According  to  Arifto  of  Pella,  quoted  by  Eufebius,  "  the 
**  whole  force  of  the   war  was  dirc6led  againft  Bitter,  a 

"  place 


IN 


*  £piph.  ubi.  fup.  f  Dion  Caflius,  lib.  69. 


I  Aratum  templum,  in  ignominiam  gcntii  oppreflac,  a  Tito  Ami* 
Rut) J.     In  Zach.  viii.  19. 
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*•  place  at  no  great  difiance  from  Jemfalem  ••"  This  was 
the  great  rendezvous  of  the  rebels  under  Barchochebas. 
We  learn  from  the  ^stme  writer,  that  this  place  was  high- 
ly fortified,  and  that  it  fuftained  a  long  fiege.  Here  many 
thoufands  of  the  Jews  perifhed,  according  to  their  own-  ac- 
counts. They  pretend  that  the  fiege  endured  for  feveral 
years.  The  blood  of  the  flain,  they  fay,  ruflied  with  fuch 
violence  from  Bether,  that  it  rolled  large  (tones  a  ^eat 
way  before  it  into  the  fea ;  this  place  being,  according  to  ' 
them,  at  the  diilance  of  four  miles  from  it  f .  Although 
this  account  is  evidently  fabulous,  it  (hews  the  traditionary 
perfuafion  of  the  nation,  that  the  force  of  the  war  centred 
Jiere. 

It  is  highly  probable  that  Chriftian  writers,  in  fucceed- 
ing  ages,  knowing  that  the  Jews  at  this  time  fuftained  a  . 
long  and  fatal  fiege,  might  in  idea  transfer  it  to  Jemfalem. 
Jerom,  indeed,  not  only  fpestks  of  the  deftrudion  of  this 
city  by  Adrian,  but  of  Bethel  being  taken  %.  This  feems 
to  have  been  put  for  Bether^  either  by  miftake  on  his  own 
part,  or  by  an  error  in  tranfcribing.  It  is  obfervable, 
however,  that  in  this  place  he  makes  no  mention  of  the 
capture  of  Jeru(alem.  If  it  was  formally  befieged,  the  . 
fiege  muft  have  been  of  very  (hort  duration.  For,  as  far 
as  I  can  obferve,  it  is  not  mentioned  by  the  Jews  them* 
felves. 

Thus,  tliere  is  no  reafon  to  think  that  any  confiderable 
body  of  Chriftians  left  Pella,  before  the  war  under  Adrian. 
That  a  few  had  reurned  is  evident.    But  we  muft  fuppofe, 

N  3  either 

•  Euf.  HTft.  lib.  iv.  c  5. 

t  Ecba  Rabbati,  fol.  75.  ap.  Rclandi  Paleftioa  Illuftr.  p.*  639.  ▼.  Be- 
ther,   Voifin  Obferv.  ad.  Martini  Pug.  Fidci,  P.  il  c,  a.  p.  n2.    Ibid, 
262. 

%  Id  Zacb.  uLi  fup. 
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either  that  none  ever  returned  but  thofe  who  occupied  one 
fmall  place  of  worfliip  in  Jeruialeni,  or.  that  Xh/tj  did  fo 
afcer  this  date. .  Indeed,  Epiphai^ius,  after  mentiomn^  the 
intention  of  Adrian  to  rebuild  (he  city,  and  declaring  that 
hefet  Aquila  oyer  the. work,  feems  to  fpeak  of  the  Chri- 
flians  as  returning  while  Aquila  refided  there.  Dr  P.  ren- 
ders the  paiTage ;  '^  They  hsul  returned,  and  uught  there  *.*^ 
But  the  meiming  of  the  ancient  writer  would  rather  fieeni 
to  be ;  "  They  were  returning  and  teaching  there  t«"  Fo|r 
n799^v7rorfii'\faBnsi  i»  fo  clofely  conne<fted  with  Hcunam^  that 
if  t'be  one  exprefs  a  paft  adion,  the  other  mull  do  fo  too. 
If  they  were  done  with  retumingr  they  were  alfo  dqnc 
with  teaching. 

.  Valefius,  whom  Dr  P.  fometimes  quotes  as  an  authorityi 
without  the  lead  hefitatipn  coniiders  £piphanius  as  teftify- 
ing  that  the  Hebrew  Chriitians  did  not  return  from  Pel- 
la^  till  after  the  rebuilding  of  the  city  by  Adrian  f . 

III.  Dr  P.  does  not  think.it  probable  that  **  Aquila 
**  was  refiding  at  Jerulalem  after  the  deflrudion  of  the  d- 
**  ty  by  Adrian."  He  afligns  this  reafon  for  his  opinion, 
**  — that  the  rebuilding  of  Jerufalem  by  Adrkin,  in  which 
**  Aquila  was  employed  by  him,  was  undertaken  in  the 
**  thirteenth  year  of  his  reign,  a  year  before  the  revolt  of 
the  Jews,  and  it  was  not  till  the  eighteenth  of  Adrian 
that  they  were  entirely  fubdued."  But  Bafnage,  who 
perhaps  examined  the  fubjeft  with  as  much  attention,  con- 
cludes from  various  proofs,  that  the  war  begun  A.  134, 

and 

^  II(rav  yaf  v;ro^p(^|/avrff  a^9  IlfXXnr  r»s  iroKiuc*  luti  ^tfatrxovTif, 
Dc  Mcrifur.  fc(fl.  15.  1  r.cetl  no'  lay  that,  although  difTerent  tenfes 
are  here  ufed,  the  indefinite  often  admits  of  the  fame  fenfe  as  the  prefect. 
Frier^dly  as  Petavius  was  to  the  Antitrinitarians,  he  did  not  think  of  do- 
ing ttem  a  fcrvicc  here.  For  he  renders  this  expreflion;  Jam  cnim  ex 
urbe  Fella  reduces  doccre  coeperanL 

t  Let.  Part  iii.  p.  22.  |  Annot.  in  Euf.  ubi  fup. 
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and  ended  in  136 ',  in  which  jva  alfo  Adrian  leems  to 
have  finiflwd  his  new  city  *.  the  learned  Spuiheim  af- 
£gnt  netrlj  the  fame  duration  to  tbu  war  f .  Bafoage  al* 
Jowi  that  the  Jews,  whom  Jerom  followi,  nprefent  it  ai 
lafiing  three  yean  and  a  hrif :  bm  thinks  that  they  hare 
made  this  caknlation  to  correfpond  with  their  application 
of  Daniel's  feventj  weeks  to  this  period. 

Bat  although  it  Qioold  be  fuppofed  that  Aquila  outi- 
noed  even  five  /ears  at  Jernblem,  what  objedion  can  be 
offered  ?  If  h«  was  hindered  in  his  work  bj  the  rebellioa 
of  the  Jews,  it  is  fnrely  moft  natural  to  think  that  h* 
would  keep  tiis  Qation,  till  Adriaa'i  conquell  gave  him  an 
opportunity  of  finifliing  it  |. 

Indeed,  there  is  every  reafon  to  ^hink  that  thu  was  the 
cafe.  For  if,  before  the  war,  a  temple  to  Jupiter  Capito* 
linns  was  erc&ed  on  the  fite  of  the  former  temple  to  the 
true  God,  how  did  Rufiu  plow  it  op  after  the  war?  Is  it 
at  all  fuppo^hle,  that  a  people  of  fo  rebellious  a  fpirit  as 
the  Jews,  would  patiently  watt  till  they  law  the  idol  tcnl- 
ple  fiaiflied?  Is  it  not  natural  to  imagine  that,  as  they 
meant  to  oppofe  the  Emperor,  they  would  wifh  to  pre- 
-vent  even  the  profanation  of  their  holy  jdace  ?  If  thu  was 
not  the  faA,  hbw  is  hiSory  entirely  fitent  with  refpefi  to 
the  rihmldingt  not  of  Jerufalem,  bi^  of  Aclia  \  But  Jerom 
czpre&ly  teflifies,  that  Aelia  was  built  out  of  the  ruing  of 
-Jerufalem,  after  the  Jewilh  rebellion  $. 

N4  Beeaofc 

•  tTift.  oflhe  Jewi,  B.  *j,  c  > 

\  Hlaor.  ChiiSun.  k&.  ii.  c.  14.  p.  685.  6M. 

I  Newton  on  ihe  rropheciti,  Oifl;  10.  p.  3,     Ancient  Unir.  Hill. 

5  42!!°  (Vefpaflinu)  amtae  tnn&Aii  fqiHia  h(bdoalldi^  id  eft,  tn. 
LlJou  novcm,  Aeliui  HidriiDlu.  a  quo  poOca  de  minii  Hxm- 
AcliscMidiiacft,  nWiintu  Jiidvoi,  Tine  Ruffo  magiftro 
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e 

Becaiife  Cave  fuppofes  that  Aquila  ma3e  hi8  verfitti  in 
the  nth  or  12th  of  Adrian^  as  be  did  not  engage  in  it  till 
he  had  renounced  Chriftianit  j,  our  author  deduces  this  in- 
.  ference :  **  His  converfion  to  Ckriftianity,  tfaevefiare,  was 
'<  probably  prior  to  the  reign  of  Adrian ;  and  yet  thatii 
'*  the  only  cirtumftance  that  proves  any  intercourfe  he 
*«  ev.;r  had  with  Jewifli' Chriftians  returned  from  PdU*.** 
Dr  P.  complains  of  the  imperfed  quotation  of  tBe  ptflage 
in  Epiphanius  by  Dr'  Horfley ;  becaufe  he  does  not  i^^e  die 
fentence  following.     Had  our  author  himftlf  quoted  it  a 
little  more  fully,  in  its  connexion  with  the  fentence  im- 
mediately preceding,  the*  reader  would  haire  bad  it  in  hb 
power  to  judge   whether   this  inference    was   probobk. 
**  Therefore/'  fays  the  ancient  writer,  ^  Adrian  thODght 
'<  of  rebuilding  the  city,  though  not   the    tempk:  and 
**  tahing  Aquila,    that  interpreter  of  fcripture  fbrmcr- 
'*  ly  mentioned,  who  was  a  Greek,  and  his  father-in-kWi 
'<  and  deriving  his  origin  from  Sinope  of  Pontns,  "appoht- 
"  ed  him  to  overfee  the  work  of  building  the  city* — Bwit 
"  Aquila,  living  in  Jerufalem,  and  feeinj;  the  difciples  of 
^'  the  difciples  of  the  Apoflles,  floiirifliing  in  faith,  and 
"  working  great  wonders,  \^c, — Aquila,  therefore  being 
^*  convinced,  believed  in  the  Chriflian  religion  f/' 

Ai 

exercitus  pugnante,  fuperavit.  In  Dan.  ii.  24.  Helli  quoque  Hadriani 
contra  Judaeos  expeditionem  legimus ;  qui  ita  Hierufalem  marofqne  fiib- 
vertit,  ut  de  nrbis  rcliquiis  ac  favillis  fui  nominit  Heliam  conderct  ctfi* 
tatem.  In  Joel  i.  4. 

•  Let.  Part  iii.  p.  15. 
"I*  A««v«iiT«i  «/»  •  Ai^mn^  rqv  9roA»v  xrio-tfi,  tff«i|v  re  »f^c»*  ntu  A4« 

«VT«  9rf»Sf(iJ^v  ««'«  £iv*>x9f  ^f  ni(  riovrtf  c^fcviAiff,  naBifnat*  M* 
7«v  UHOt  twtrmlrut  tok  ^yif  rttf  tq;  9reAf«;  xT»^^fe*>».— O  tm- 
f vr  AxvAaf  httyttv  if  ti|  li^vaXn^^  x«»  o^tn  rvf  fA«S«T«$  rttr  fUtB^* 
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As  it  is  evident  that  he  received  thefe  convidions  at  Je- 
ruialem,  bj  means  of  thefucceflbrs  of  the  Apoftles,  would 
not  one  naturally   infer  from  this  narrative,  that  he  had 
come  to  Jeruialem  on  cccafion  of  his  appointment  bj  A- 
'^rian ;  and  that  it  was  while  he  was  Iruing  in  ^erufalem^  in 
confequence  of  this  appointment,  that  he  was  thus  convin- 
ced ?  If  Dr  P.  fpeak  of  probability^  it  furelj  lies  wholly  on 
this  fide.     Indeed,  the  particle  roitvp,  with  which  this  fec- 
tion  commences,  is  ufelefs,  if  it  do  not  conned  what  foU 
lows  with  the  preceding,  as  espreiBve  of  the  order  and  det> 
pendence  of  the  fads  narrated.      Is  it  probable  that  one, 
who  had  made  a  tranfition  from  the  religion  of  the  Gentiles 
to   Judaifm,   would    receive   fuch   a  truft  from   Adrian? 
Would  a  Jew  be  inilrumental  in  building  a^  temple  to  an 
idol,  efpecially  in  that  very  place,  according  to  the  law, 
devoted  to  the  worihip  of  the  true  God.     But  furely  our 
author  is  not  in  earned,  when  he  throws  out  this  flrange 
conje&ure.  .  At  any  rate  he  gives  it  a  fatal  blow  with  his 
own  hand  by  immediately  adding  •,  "  Yet  that  (his  conver- 
"  fion  to  Chriftianity)  is  the  only  circumdance  that  proves 
"  any  intercourfe  he  ever  had  with  Jewilh  Chriilians  re- 
"  turned  from  Pella."  * 

The  Dodor  helps  himfelf  to  a  fad  in  his  account  of  this 
interpreter  :  "  It  was  by  the  difciples  of  thofe  who  then  re- 
"  turned,  that  Aquila  was  converted  to  Chriftianity  *•" 
He  aflerts  this,  in  order  to  prove  that  the  converfion  of  A- 
quila  **  was  probably  a  confiderable  time  before  the  de- 
**  ftrudion  of  the  Jews  by  Adrian ;"  and  that  the  return 

of 

AxvXoti  KOLTuyvym    Ti}*    ^taftaaf  tu    ^^irmti^f^t*    ivtfivnt,    De 
^enf.  c.  14*  15* 

•  Let.  P.  iii.   p.  2^. 
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«f  the  Chriftiaiis  mufi  have  been  prior  to  the  itign  of  Ail 
emperor.  But  Epiphansusy  to  whom  our  author  itSan  it 
the  iame  fentence,  aflerts  no  fiicb  thing.  He  dpes  not  &j 
that  Aqiiila  faw  **  the  difciples  of  thofe  who  retwsed;'' 
but «'  the  difciples  of  the  difciples  of  the  apofUes.'*  Tbcfc 
are  the  very  perfons  of  whom  he  inmiediately  adds  $  **  Fcr 
**  they  were  returning  firoto  PcUa." 

But  at  wh&t  time  foever  Aiquila  became  a;  profeljrte  to 
Ch'riftianitj,  it  is  allowed  on  all  hiinds,  that  it  was  bj^  mcaBf 
of  the  Hebrew  Ghriftians  living  at  Jerufidem,  who  had  kft 
Pella.  Nowy  whether  this  event  took  place  stfter  the  Jeirifli 
^bellion,  o^  before,  there  is  a  circumftance  conneiQed  wirii 
ity  "i^hich  overthrows  the  whole  of  our  author's  fyfleai 
^ith  refped  to  th^e  Hebrew  Chriftians.  If  Aquila  mtde 
•his  profeffion  of  Chriitianitj  after  the  jewifh  war,  dies 
thete  Were  Chriftians  living  in  Aelia,  Chriftians  whe 
had  returned  from  Pella,  Hebrew  Chriftians,  the  pio* 
|ier  fucceiTors  of  the  apoiftles,  who  admitted  Gendki  to 
communion,  without  a  fubmiflion  to  the  legal  rites,  sad 
who  therefore  were  not  £bionites.  For  Aquila,  at  his  ad* 
miffion,  received  only  "  t;he  feal  of  Chriftianity  •,'*  that  is, 
as  Dr  P.  himfelf  explains  it,  haptijm  +.  It  was  not  till  he 
apoftatifcd  to  Judaifm,  that  he  was  cirtnmclfed.  Now,  it 
cannot  be  refufed,  that  circtimcifiou  was  the  principal  token 
of  adherence  to  the  law. 

If,  according  to  Dr  P.'s  plan,  Aquila  profcfled  himfelf  a 
convert  to  Chriftianity  before  the  war,  the  argument,  infind 
of  being  weakened,  acquires  additional  ftrcngth.  For  then 
it  follows,  that  the  Hebrew  Chriftians,  who  returned  from 
pella,  had,  even  before  the  publication  of  Adrian's  cdid, 
renounced  tlie  idea  of  the  neceftity  of  circumciiion.    If 

Aqoib 

*  T4»  sr  X{<r<v  9^^(xyi^x  fxe/iio-aT*.      £piphan.   de  MeoC 
c.  15. 

\  Let.  P.  iii.  p.  23, 
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quila  had  been  circumcifed  on  his  profeffion  of  Chri- 
anitj,  the  DoAor  will  fcarcelj  fuppofe  that  he  would  a 
x>nd  time  have  fubmitted  to  the  fame  operation.  But 
t  are  afliired  hj  Epiphanius,  that  he  was  circumcifed,  on 
I  apofiacy  to  Judaifin  *•  He,  indeed,  mentions  the  cir- 
incifion  of  Aquila  as  the  great  evidence  of  his  abjuring 
tuiftianitj  :  which  he  would  not  have  done,  had  he  con- 
lered  tbefe  Hebrew  believers  as  flill  adhering  u^  the  law« 
•Out  author  maj  choolie  which  iide^of  th^  dilemma  he 


He  pcoduces  feveral  arguments  in  form,  to  prove  that 

the  members  <^  this  church  were  not  Jews,  but  Greeks^*' 

.  ^  After  the  time  of  Adrian,  the  bifhops  of  that  church 

were  Greeks,  and  the  language  in  which  the  public  of'* 

fices  were  performed  was  Greek  \  whereas  immediatelj 

before  the  biihops  had  been  Hebrews,  and  the  public  of* 

fices  had  been  in  the  Hebrew  tongue  \:>    By  the  He- 

rew,  the  learned  Gentleman  certainly  does  not  mean  that 

lagiiage  in  which  the  Old  Teftament  was  written  \  but 

tiat  which  was  a  mixture  of  Chaldaic  and  Syriac.     Should 

ny  one,  however,  deny  that  the  public  offices  of  the  church 

f  Jerulalem  were  performed  in  this  tongue,  Dr  P.  mi|^t 

ad  himfelf  confiderably  at  a  loi^  to  prove  it.    Many  ob« 

iSd(ms  might  be  made  to  this  hypothefis.    It  is  aiTerted  by 

•me  learned  men,  that  even  in  the  days  of  the  apoftles  the 

rreek  **  was  fo  well  known,  and  fo  much  ufed  in  Judaea 

itfelf^  that  amongft  the  Jews  it  was  called  the  vulgar,^' 

liis  thfy  are  laid  to  have  -proved  by  various  teftimonidi 

om  the  moft  ancient  Jewiih  writers  %. 

As 

«lii«f  •     De  Meof.  ibid, 
f  Let.  F.  Hi.  p.  16. 
I  Owen  on  the  Heb.  Vol.  L  Exerc.  4> 
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As  the  Greek,  &om  the  time  of  Alexander  the  Great, 
was  fpoken  throuffh  the  trreateft  part  of  Afia,  it  is  impro- 
l)able  that  it  fliouM  have  been  unknown  in  Jenifalem  ;  cf- 
pecially  when  there  was  fuch  a  conilant  concourfe  of  the 
Jews  of  the  difperfion  to  this  city,  who  were  accuftomed  to 
read  the  Old  Teftament,   and  to  **  perform  the  public  ofc 
^*  fices,"  in  the  Synagogues,  in  this  language  J  and  were  ge- 
nerally unacquainted  with  any  other.     There  is  evcfy  ra- 
fon  to  think  that  the  whole  of  the  New  Teftament  was  ori- 
ginally written  in  Greek:  although  it  appears  that fooie 
parts  of  it  were  afterwards  tranflated  for  the  ufc  of  thefe 
Jews,  who  were  more  attached  to  that  language  which  vm 
Temacular.     James,  who  was  bifliop  of  Jenifalem,  wrote  m 
Greek.     His  epiflle,  indeed,  is  slddrefled  to  the  twehe  trAa 
Jcattered  abroad*     But  it  cannot  be  fuppofed,  that  he  meant 
to  deprive  thofe  immediately  committed  to  his  charge  cf 
any  benefit  from  it.     The  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  contain 
various  internal  evidences  that  it  is  not  a  tranflatioo.    Not 
only  are  the  quotations  in   the  language  of  the  Septoagint, 
but  thefe  Hebraifms,  which  miglit  be  expedted  in  a  mere 
traiiflation,  are  not  to  be  found  here.     Befides,  the  writer 
explains  the  meaning  of  the   Hebrew  words  which  he  in- 
troduces.    This  he  would  not  have  done,  had  he  wrote  in 
tliat  language.     It  is  evident  that  this  was  not  done  bj  a 
tranflator,    becaui'e  the   very   argument   of    the    writer  ii 
founded  on  thei'c   interpretations  *.     To  thefe  we  may  add, 
although  not  canonical,  the  epillle  of  Barnabas,  written  in 
Greek,  by  an   Hebrew  believer  to  Hebrews.     Arifto  of 
Fella  undoubtedly  wrote  in  the  fame  language,  which  affords 
a  prciumption   that  it  was  undeiilood  by  the  generality  of 
Cliriftians  who  had  their  rcfidcnce  there.     Hegefippus,  at 

thoujii 

*  Owen  uf.   fup.  Glaffii   Philol.   lib.  i.  t.  ^.  f.  2.     Piciifcri  Cr it.  Sit. 
cap.  3.  qu.  10.     Vol.  ii.  p.  698. 
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though  a  plain  tnan^  and  a  Hebrew  Chriftian,  alfo  wrote  in 

Greek. 

At  any  rate,  it  was  juft  as  poflible  for  Hebrew  Qhri- 

fiians  to  learn  this  language  in  Jerufalem,  if  their  fpiritual 
interefts  required  it,  as  for  others  of  the  fame  nation,  who 
had  made  this  acquifition   in   the  purfuit  of  commerce  or 
learning, .  or  in   confequence  of   their  difperiion.     It  was 
fpoken  bj  the  Roman  foldiers  who  were  flationed  at  Jeru- 
falem,   fo  early  as  the  time  of  Paul,  Aftsxxi.  37.      We 
find   that   very  early   there  was   a  confiderable  body  of 
Greeks  incorporated  into  the  church  of  Jerufalem,  as  con- 
fiantly  reliding  in  that  city,  chap.  vi.  i.      The  great  la- 
bour of  Theodotio  n,  Aquila  and  Symmachus,  in  tranfla^ 
ting  the  Hebrew  fcriptures  into  Greek,  may   perhaps  be 
urged  as  a  proof  that  this  language  was  generally   under- 
ftood  by  Hebrew  Chridians.     Our  author  claims  all  the 
three  as  Ebionites  :  and  it  is  natural  to  fuppofe,  that  they 
principally  meant  to  ferve  thofe  with  whom  they  were 
moft  nearly  connedled.     Did  not  the  Ebionites  make  ufe 
of  the  Clementines  /      This  is   a   llrong  prefumption  that 
they  generally  underftood  Greek,      It  has  been  already 
proved  from  Jerom,  that  Ebion  himfelf  wrote  an  Expo* 
fitioi)  of  fome  part  of  the  Old  Teftament  in  this  language. 
2.  The   Doftor's  next  argument  is  that  no  ancient  wri- 
ter  makes  mention  of  any  confiderable  body  of  orthodox 
Jewifh  Chriflians  ;  and  that  Jerom,  although  he  fpeaks  of 
his  acquaintance  with  learned  Ebionites,  by  whom  he  was 
taught  the  Hebrew  tongue,  does  not  feem  to  have  found 
any   learned  orthodox  Jewifli   Chriflians,   with    whom   it 
Would  have  been  more  agreeable  for  him  to  affociate.     In 
the   courfe  of   this   controverfy,    feveral   evidences  have 
been  produced  of  the  exiftence  of  fuch  Chriflians,  much 
llronger  than  thofe  on  which  the  contrary  hypothefis  refls. 
But  it  is  not  furprifing  that  no  ancient  writer  mentions 
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ttr  coofidetaUii  ho&j  of  Mthddax  Uditdfltnt  wHmh 
noonoed  the  law.  For  the  ueceflarjr  ccmfeqneBoa  l 
duuige  was  their  being  iiSdovporated  with'Gclidk 
wn.  Thejr  could  not,  like  NaMrenes  Or  ^EXUtA 
fttind  lit  a  bodjr  by  tb^tolidves  i  it  leaft,  >Bvliere  Aen 
ttiy  Gentile  Chriftiuu.  Forthos,  they  wodtt  Jhteti 
febifinatici. 

It  is  incompetent  to  reafon  from  the  ftate  of  Ml 
the  age  of  Jerotai»  to  that  during  the  rei^of  Adtifka. 
that  rety  fyftenk  maintuned  by  in,  'that  on  tile  ^ 
turn  ti£  Hb  edict  many  Ghrfffians  renqnlided  tile  be 
oF  the  law,  and  joined  with  Gentildi»  'it  'inl^ 
niy  be  infihrred,  that  they  would  gradiully  kfethe  J 
iedgb  of  the  Hebrew  ton^ :  ii^iereas  thole  irib 
adhered  to  the  law,  keeping  themfelvei  diftsaft  fi 
theia;  and,  in  conieqoiefnce  of  their  Judai&if  telaii 
greater  partiality  for  that  language  in  whidi  him 
ten,  would  be  more  likely  to  preferve  it.  The  iicil 
Hebrews  being  incorporated  with  Gendles,  would  ' 
fore  ufe  the  fame  language  with  them.  By  intermsi 
with  them  alfo,  in  the  courfe  of  a  few  generations, 
would  lofe  even  the  naofie  of  Hebrews.  We  are  o 
however,  that  this  was  not  univerfally  the  cafe, 
has  been  already  proved,  that  Jeroro,  the  very  1 
mentioned  by  Dr  P.,  knew  Hebrews  believing  in  ( 
who  believed  that  it  was  he  who  gave  the  law  from  i 
Sinai. 

3*  Dr  P.  obferves ;  ^  As  fo  many  writers  fpeak 
*'  bionites,  or  heterodox  Nazarenes,  it  would  farelj 
**  been  natural  for  fome  of  them  to  have  added,  thai 
**  were  not  the  great  body,  or  at  lead  not  the  wt 
**  the  Jewilh  Chriftians. — And  yet  no  ancient  ^ 
**  fpeaks  of  them."  By  ufiog  the  term  beierodif. 
learned  gentleman  ihews  that  he  is  determined  to  r 
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die  Na%arents  for  himfelf.  They  are,  indeei!,  ffkykeif  <lf 
by  ancient  writers  as  btretics^  becaufe  of  their  adherence 
to  the  law.    But  no  one  has  called  them  heterodox. 

But  in  this  argument,  Dr  P.  ftill  proceeds  on  the  millakcr 
already  mentioned.  How  could  orthodox  Hebrew  Chtifli- 
sms  be  taken  notice  of  as  a  hody^  when  they,  ad  individuals 
only,  made  a  part  of  the  body  of  the  Catholic  Church  ^ 
The  law  being  renounced,  the  diftinguiihing  character  was 
gmie.  In  confequence  of  this,  diere  was  neither  yew  nor 
Greek;  for  they  were  all  one  in  Chriji  Jefus^  GaL  iii.  28. 
Individuals  are  occafionally  mentioned,  even  fo  late  a$^  the 
time  of  Jerom.  But  what  was  the  reafon  of  this  ?  They 
were  immediately  converted  from  JudaiGm.  But  joining 
the  Catholic  Church,  the  i^ational  diftindion  was  klL  Our 
author  himfelf,  when  he  meets  with  them  in  hiftoxy,  does 
not  know  them.  Notlung  will  iadsfy  him,  ad  to  the  ejdfience 
of  &ich  orthodox  Hebrew  Chriitiabs,  unle&  it  cati  be  pro* 
Ved  that  Epiphanius,  and  Jofeph,  and  others,  who  were 
JBfcbrews  by  birth,  formed  a  body  by  themfehres,  'diftind 
from  all  other  Chriftians.  We  muft  prove  that  they  were 
fcbiJmaticSf  in  order  to  prove  that  they  were  orthodox. 

4.  He  fays,  '^  As  to  a  whole  church  of  orthodox  Jewifk 
•*  Chriftians  at  Jerufalem,  or  elfewhere,  we  hear  of  no  in- 
•*  tcrcourfe  with  any  fuch  church  and  other  orthodox 
•*  churches.  None  of  their  bifhops,  or  deputies  from  them 
'*  appear  at  any  council,"  &c.  The  force  of  this  argu- 
Hient  entirely  conMs  iii  a  fallacy  in  that  exprei&on,  a  ivbole 
church.  This  muft  ftgnify  a  church  wholly  compoied  of 
orthodox  Jewiih  Chriftians^  But  we  know  of  none  wh4» 
have  formed  an  idea  of  fuch  a  church  exifting  at  Jerufalemn 
or  elfewhere,  after  the  time  of  Adrian.  For  we  have  ieen^ 
that  in  confequence  of  *  the  bondage  of  the  law  being  re* 
**  moved  from  the  liberty  of  the  faith,*'  they  formed  one 
body  witli  Gentile   believers..     This    alio   accounts,    in 
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the  moft  fadsfying  manner,  for  there  being  no  particular 
mention  of  Hebrew  bifliops.  The  circumftance  of  their 
birth,  as  was  the  cafe  with  Epiphanius,  occafioned  no  di- 
ftin£tion ;  becaufe  there  was  no  diftin6Hon  between  Jew 
and  Gentile  among  their  flocks. 

5.  The  Dodlor's  lafl  argument  is ;  "If  there  was  any 
"  confiderable  body  of  orthodox  Jewifh  Chriftians,  why  do 
"  we  never  hear  of  any  Hebrew  gofpels  befides  that  of 
"  Matthew  ?  If  they  held  the  dodrine  of  the  orthodox 
"  Gentile  churches  concerning  the  perfon  of  Chrift,  it  is  pro- 
bable that  they  would  have  had  the  fame  refpeft  for  the 
other  gofpels,  and  the  other  books  of  the  New  Tefta- 
"  ment,  and  yet  it  is  almoft  certain  that  they  made  littk 
"  ufe  of  them."  This  is  a  very  ftrange  kind  of  argument 
The  Doftor  firft  does  his  utmoft  to  prove  that  fuch  perfons 
never  exiiled,  and  then  adds,  that  "  it  is  almoji  certain  that 
"  they  made  little  ufe  of"  the  other  books  of  the  New 
Teftament.  If  he  has  any  hefitation  about  the  latter,  it 
furely  implies  that  he  is  not  fully  fatisfied  with  refped  to 
the  former.  For,  if  there  were  no  fuch  Chriflians,  one 
may  be  rather  more  than  "  almojt  certain  that  they  made 
"  little  ufe  of*  thefe  writings.  The  Nazarenes  are  pre- 
fently  out  of  the  queftion.  For  we  here  fpeak  of  ortho- 
dox Chriflians  who  renounced  the  law.  And  as  it  is  ne- 
ceflarily  fuppofed  that  thefe  formed  one  body  with  Gentile 
believers,  they  mult  have  had  the  fame  facred  canon. 

We  have  fecn,  that  it  is  acknowledged  by  Origen,  that 
there  were  Hebrew  believers,  who  entirely  gave  up  with 
the  law.  The  account  that  Trypho  gives  of  himfelf  to  Ju- 
ftin  Martyr,  might  be  lu-ged  as  a  proof  that  he  was  well 
acqiiainled  v\  ith  Hebrews  who  had  renounced  the  law.  *  I 
"  am,"  he  iays,  *  an  Hebrew  of  the  circumcilion,  who 
**  ha\e    fled    from     that     war    which    has    lately    taken 
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j>lace  *.  Why  does  he  call  himielf  "  an  Hebrew  of  the 
"  circumcifion"  if  he  did  not  know  Hebrews  who  were 
not  of  the  drcumcifion,  Hebrews  who  had  forfaken  the  law 
of  their  fathers  ?  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  a  writer  prior  to 
Origen,  and  contemporary  with  Tertulliany  fpeaks  of  it  a«  a 
circmnftance  univeriaUy  known,  that  believing  Hebrews 
and  Gentiles  were  muted  in  one  church.  Thus  he  fanci- 
fully explains  thefe  words,  Where  ttuo  or  three  are  gathered 
together^  Uc.  "  There  was  alfo  an  agreement  ^iof  many^ 
**  nimibered  from  three,  with  whom  the  Lord  was,  one 
^  church,  one  man,  one  kind.  The  Lord  was  piily  with 
**  one,  v/a.  the  Jew,  when  he  gave  the  law  ;  and  when  he 
**  a£bed  the  part  of  a  prophet,  and  fcnt  Jeremiah  to  Babylon, 
calling  by  means  of  prophecy  even  thofe  of  the  Grentiles^ 
he  gathered  two  kinds  of  people.  But  the  third  was  of 
"  two  created  one,  into  one  new  man^  with  whom  he  walks, 
**  and  takes  up  his  I'efidence  in  this  very  church  f ."  Elfe- 
where,  explaining  that  promife.  Anew  covenant  will  I  make 
with  you y  not  according  to  the  covenant  which  I  made  with 
your  fathers  in  Horeb^  he  fays ;  "  He  hath  given  you  a 
**  new  covenant ;  for  the  things  pertaining  to  the  Jews  and 
**  Greeks  are  old.  But  ye,  who  give  him  new  worfliip  in 
**  the  third  way,  are  Chriftians. — ^Truly,  from  the  Grecian 
••  difcipline,  and  alfo  from  that  of  the  law,  thofe  who  re- 
VoL.  IL  O  «  ceiVe 

Dial.  217. 

•f  Eiti  ^'  ay  KM  n  tfACfota  tmv  ifXXtff  ecvo  rvf  r^mt   a^^S/xtf/xfyv^ 
fAftS'  uf  0  Kv^te^y  n  fHec  fxxXiiTia,  e  fi;    avS^w^o;,  to  yfvo$  to  fr*      H 

/Ml)  Ti  fltT»  (AU  TH  fVO;  T»  l8^«l»  0   Ku^iO$  VO/lAoSfrtfV  !)»*         II^A^rfVA^y 

^f  ulny  x«i  Tov  If^f/Aiay  «7rorfMA^v  ft;  fiaCt/XArva,  ocAXoi  xai  7»f  i£ 
iSfATV  ti»  mi  %^c^firuai  KttXofVf  rwiiyt  A««i$  r»$  ivo^  T^<TOf  h  ijv 
fix  rw  ^vuf  KTi^oftiio^  IK,  Hi  Katf6»  <9eiS^A>7o«*  n  Ji)  i/ATi^iirtiru  Tf  nen 

Kt6jcni%t  fv  tivrn  Tn  ixxA^riK.    Stromat*  lib.  3*  p*  33^* 
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<*  ceive  the  fiith  are^  gadnered  together  into  one  Und  of 
^  people  tiiat  fkxfSk  be  feved  *." 

But  although  theie  w^pe  no  other  evideaoe  hvH  that  of 
tibe  •Chriftian  levelation,  I  cannot  fee  how  it  could  be  cre- 
dibki  if  a  great  part  of  the  befieving  Hebrews  did  not  e- 
ventiially  renounce  the  law*  If  thole  who  condnucd  to 
adhexe  to  it  were  the  proper  fuooeflbrs  bf  the  Apofllei;  wia 
Mt  one  end  of  die  death  of  Jefiis  kft  ?  Did  he  maft  aicli/tt 
m  hiijmh^  At  tnmty^  nffin  tbi  law  of  commoMdmeatSp  coth 
Uduedin  or^inancis^  But  bow  did  he  really  do  fi^  if'te  Ad 
110^  fjtaie  in  Inmfelff  of  twatn^  Jew  and  Gent3e»  om  mm 
man^  by  uniting  ^em  in  one  church, yo  maii^fitacif  How 
did  he  recmeUi  buib  wtt9  Godt  in  one  boift  hamngjtam  ik 
enmity  f  £ph.  ii.  14^  15. 


CHAP.     VU 
Tie  Herefy  of  the  Eiionites  real  and  not  fififoJU^ 

'TNR  P.  devotes  a  chapter  to  what  he  calls  the  fupfojei 
*-*'  herefy  of  the  Ebionites,  in  order  to  prove^  if  poffible, 
that  they  were  not  accounted  heretics  by  early  writers. 

In  a  former  volume^  he  has  been  at  great  pains  to  (hew 
that  GnofUcs  were  the  only  heretics  in  primitive  times.  If 
his  proof  be  good,  it  muft  neceflarily  follow,  that  Ebionites 
were  not  accounted  heretics.  We  ihall  confider  both  thefe 
kinds  of  evidence  together. 

«I 
•ttyntu  Kxn  •!  T?jf  xi«-»»  ^^otrhtftff$u     Strom,  lib.  6.  p.  458* 
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I  have  obferved,"  he  fays,  '•  that  Tertullian  is  the  firft 
«  Chriflian  writer  who  exprelsly  calk  the  Ebiohites  here- 
"  tics  *."     This^is  fo  far  good,  if  the  Doftor  hold  to  it. 

"  Irenaus,"  he  adds,  "  in  his  large  treatife  concerning 
"  herefj,  exprefles  jp-eat  diQikc  of  their  doftrine,— but  he 
^'  never  confounds  them  with  the  heretics." '  What  does 

r 

>ur  author  mean  by  the  term  confounding?  It  cannot  be 
neant,  tliat  Irenaeus  fpeaks  of  them,  only  in  fome  diftina 
vork  •,  for  it  is  granted  that  it  is  in  his  treatife  conceni- 
ng   berefy  that  they  are  introduced.     Does  he  aflert,  or 
ven  infinuate  that  they  were  not  heretics?   Nothing  of 
his  kind  has  been   obferved.      Does  he   allot  a  diftinft 
hapter  to  the  conlideration  of  their  tenets  ?  He  obferves 
he  fame  plan  in  treating  of  the  other  hereCes.     What  then 
an  Dr  P.  intend  ?  It  would  feem  to  be  his  meaning,  that 
renseus  does  not  exprelsly  call  them  heretics.     He  places 
lerinthus  immediately  before  them,  and  the  Nicolaitans 
nniediately  after  them ;  which,  one  would  imagine,  was 
ot  the  beft  of  company.     He  fays,  they  reje9:ed  the  A- 
ofUe  Paul  as  an  Apoflate,  and  charges  them  with  an  ido- 
itrous  regard  for  Jerulklem  t-     He  claffes  them  with  Gno- 
ics,  and  denies  felvation  to  them  J.     What  a  wonderful 
[larm  may  be  wrapt  up  in  a  fingle  word  !  A  (writer  may, 
rithout  the  leafl  hefitation,  confound  a  body  ot  men  with 
le  damnedy  merely  on   accoimt   of  their  falfe  doSxines; 
ad  yet  never  think  of  confounding  them  with  thofe  dread- 
il  beings  called  heretics* 

Dr  P.   grants  that  Irenaeus  has  faid  of  the  Ebionites, 
God  will  judge  them.     How  can  they  be  ikved,  if  it  be 

O  a  >  not 

•  Vol.  iii.  p.  aoi, 

f  Adv.  haer.   1.  i.  c.  26. 

t  Judicable  antem  tt  vaniloqula  praYoram  Gnofticorarti,  Simonii  eo9 
lagi  difcipulos  oftendens.     Judicabit  autem  et  Ebionitas.     I.ib.  ir. 
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,.  '  not  God  who  worketh  oat  their  fidvation  npoa  earth?' 
'<  But  this/'  he  fays,  <'  is  no  fentence  of  damnation  pafled 
*^  upon  them  in  particnlar  for  holding  their  doftrine  \  but 
'^  an  argument  ufed  by  him  to  refute,  them;  and  is  die 

•  ^'  lame  as  if  he  had  faid,  mankind  in  general  coold  not  be 
*'  laved,  if  Chrift  had  not  been  God'  as  well  as  mas  * " 
^ttt  this  is  mere  trifling.  For  irenteus  certainly  means  duit 
it  b  impoifible  for  Ebionites  in  partiadar  perlcvering  h 
their  principles,  to  be  faved ;  as  he  adds,  ^  What  adop- 
*'  l;}on  can  they  receive  from  God,  continuing  in  that  p- 
^  neration  which  is  according  to  man  in  this  world  ?**  Hr 
certunly  fpeaks  of  their  condemnatiQn  in  the  vezj  ftme 
terms  in  which  he  defcribes  that  of  heathens,  Jews,  Vakor 
tinians  and  other  Gnoftics,  Marcionites,  and  &Ue  prophetL 
For  the  lame  term  (^udicahit)  is  ufed  conceming  dies 
all  f .  Whether  he  here  condenms  them  or  not,  he  ui^oubt* 
edly  confounds  them  with  heretics, .  and  not  with  hereda 
only,  but  with  infldek  %• 

But  Dr  P.  endeavours  to  prove  that  ^'  Irensras  did  not 
^'  mean  to  pais  a  fentence  of  what  we  ihould  now  call 
"  damnation  upon  the  Ebionites,"  from  the  following  pit 
fage,  (as  he  has  tranflated  it).  "  If  they  perfift  in  thdr 
"  error,  not  receiving  the  word  of  incorruption,  they  coo- 
^'  tinue  in  mortal  flefh,  and  are  fubjed  to  death,  not  le- 
**  ceiving  the  antidote  of  life  J."  Here  alfo  Dr  P.  endes- 
vours  to  fhew  that  Irenaeus  did  not  mean  that  Ebionites  is 
particular  would  be  deprived  of  immortality,  but  only  thit 
if  their  do£hine  was  true,  this  would  be  the  cafe  with  mas- 

kioa 

•  Vol.  i.  p.  179,  280. 

f  Judicabit  tatem  et  Ebtonitas.  Quomodo  pofllint  falvari,  aifi  Dou 
eft  qui  falutem  illorom  fuper  terratn  operatu»  eft  ? — ^Vel  quam  adopb* 
onem  accipient  a  Deo,  permanentes  in  hac  geneii,  quae  eft  iecoodsa 
homincm  in  hoc  mundo  ?    Lib.  V7,  c.  59. 

I  Ibid.  c.  54,  55.  58.  60.  6u  {  Tol.  L  p.  28a. 
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kind  in  general.    But  the  learned  Gentleman  feems  to 
have    been    confcious,    that,   had    he  given  the  paflage 
furlj,  it  would  have  contradided  his  alTertion.     For,  in** 
deed,  the  principal  part  is  left  out,  without  any  intima- 
tion of  the  omifEon,  eitlier  in  the  tranflation,  or  in  the 
marginal  quotation  :  and  the  whole  is  fo  changed,  that  the 
good  Father  would  not  know  his  own  declaration.     Dr  P. 
has  rendered  hypothetically  what  Irenaeus  ezprefles  abfo- 
lutelj.     He  has  inferted  fome  words  in  his  tranflation,  to 
which  there  are  none  that  correfpond    in    the    original. 
Where  does  our  author  find  thefe  words,  in  their  error  f 
He  has  added  them  at  his  own  hand,  to  make  the  term 
perfeverantes  appear  as  if  it  were  ufed  conditionally.  This, 
indeed,  which  he  renders  perjiji^  is  the  only  word  in  the 
whole  of  the  firfi  fentence  that  he  has  paid  the  lead  re- 
gard to  :  and  to  find  a  confequence  for  this  pretended  hy- 
pothetical antecedent,  he  pafTes  feveral  lines,  and  borrows 
it  from  the  next  fentence«    Irenseus  literally  fays ;  *'  But 
<'  again  thofe  who  afiirm  that  he  is  man  only,  begotten  of 
''  Jofeph,  perjijling  in  the  bondage  of  their  original  difo* 
**  bedience,  perifli,  not  embracing  *  the  Word  of  Gpd  the 
<*  Father,  nor  receiving  liberty  from  the  Son :  as  himfelf 
"  fays,  If  the  Sonjhall  make  you  free,  ye  /ball  be  free  in* 
^  deed.     But  being  ignorant  of  him  who,  of  a  virgin,  is 
**  Immanu^,  they  are  deprived  of  his  gift,  which  b  eter- 
'*  nal  life :  but  not  receiving  the   word  of  incorruption 
"  (or,  the  incorruptible  Word)  they  continue  in  mortal 
'*  flefli,  and  are  debtors  to  death,  rejeding  the  antidote  of 
**  life  f.     I  forbear  to  fay  any  thing  farther  with  refpeft 

O  3  to 

*  XQpnemvnc  (etms  to  have  been  the  word  ufed  by  Irenaeus ;  as,  where 
the  fame  ezpreffion  is  repeated  in  the  old  tranflation,  a  little  downward, 
this  verb  is  ufed  in  the  original,  as  quoted  from  Theodoret. 

t  Rurfus  autem  qui  nndi  tantil^ni  hominem  eum  dicunt  ex  Jofeph  ge- 
acratum,  perfeverantes  in  fervitnte  priftinx  inobedientis  moriuntur, 
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to  our  andior's  condoft  ta  this  inilance.  I(  it  too  dbvkns 
to  need  any  iUofiration. 

.  He  bforms  us  that  he  *^  had  thought  that  Iremsn  a 
<'  one  paflage,  t^ad  included  them  CElbionites)  ia  that  ^' 
*i  peUation"  (bereucs),  but  on  re-confidering  this  pafi|t| 
found  that  he  had  been  miftaken  in  his  conftn]Aio&  of  it 
Since  the  DoAor  has  made  fuch  thorough  work  ¥rtth  thii 
treatilie  againft  herefies,  it  is  pity  that  he  fhonld  kftvt  cue 
paffage  in  a'  fufpicious  flate.  He  refers  to  the  followiqg: 
V  All  heretics  being  untaught,  and  ignorant  of  the  dii^ 
<<  fations  of  God,  and  efpecially  of  that  which  relates  to 
*^  nian,  oppofe  their  own  falTation;  Come  introduciogs- 
<*  nother  Father  befides  the  maker  of  the  world ;— otheil^ 
^  not  knowing  the  difpenfation  of  the  Virgin^  (ay  ditf 
*«  he  Qefus)  was  begotten  by  Jofeph,"  Wr.*.  Now, 
what  is  his  proof?  ^'  As  Cerinthus,  CarpocrafeSp  and  o- 
^  ther  Gnoitics,  denied  the  miraculous  conception  as.  vdl 
«*  as  the  Ebionites,  and  all  the  reft  of  this  deicripdca, 
*^  both  before  and  after  this  circumftaince,  evidently  be* 
**  longs  to  the  Gnoflics  only,  and  as  in  no  other  place 
^  whatever  does  he  comprehend  theift  in  his  definition  of 
*'  ^^r^fy%  i^  is  natural  to  conclude  that  be  had  no  view  to 
<<  them  even  here,  but  only  to  thofe  Gnoftics,  who,  in 

.«  conomon 

Bondttm  commixtum  Verba n  Dei  Patris,  nequc  per  FiliAi  pcrcipicflta 
libcriatem,  qneroaiiaioduni  ipfe  ait.  Si  Filiui  Yot  oianumiArit,  veri  li- 
bcri  eritis.  Igoorames  aUtcm  eum  qui  ex  Virginc  eft  Emmanuel,  pri- 
TtBlnr  mnnere  ejas  qaod  eft  vita  ctama :  noa  reciplentei  autem  Verbam 
incomiptionift  tjerfeverant  in  carne  mortali,  et  funt  debiturct  aor- 
tii,  ibtidotuoi  Yicae  non  accipientes.     Lib.  iti.  c.  ai. 

*  Indo^i  omnci  hsretici,  et  ignorantet  difpoiitioaefl  Del,  et  iflfcii 
ejttt  quai  eft  fecunducu  hofflinem  dtfpenfitionis,  quippe  csecatientes  cir- 
ca ▼rritatem.  ipfi  fuz  contradi^unt  faluti.  Alii  quidem  aitcmm  intro* 
ducefites,  piteter  Demiurgum,  patrem — Alii  antein  aumifeftuoi  adTcn- 
tarn  Uvosini  cuntemnint,  et  incaroatioaeai  non  recipientes.  Alii  aatem 
fvrfni  i)[nuranrea  Virgiois  diipenfationem,  ez  Joieph  dicaot  eum  geca* 
ri^am.    Lib.  y.c.  19. 
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**  commoit  wkh  themi  dented  the  miracnlous  conception  ♦.*• 
But  tbis  is  a  moft  trimaf^ra/conclufion.  For  as  the  Ebion- 
ites  denied  the  miraculous  conception  as  well  as  Cerin- 
tbusy  C/^.  and  as  be  mentions  thofe  who  did  fo  bj  a  mark 
of  difHnfiion  fnwn  others  (alii)^  without  fpecif jing  any 
other  error ;  it  is  certainly  far  more  natural  to  conclude 
that  he  had  an  eje  to  the  Ebionites,  accounting  them  he- 
retics for  this  reafon  as  of  itfelf  fufficient*  It  is,  indeed, 
very  evident,  that  he  has  previoufly  referred  to  the  doc- 
trine of  Cerintfaus  and  Carpocratee,  in  &ying  that  *^  O"* 
**  thers  aflert  that  the  world  was  made  by  certain  angels." 
For  he  has  formerly  declared  that  this  was  the  dodrine  of 
Carp'ocratesy  and  the  account  given  of  that  of  Cerinthus  is 
^ot  materially  difierent.  If  the  pafiage  be  read  according 
to  the  older  editions,  he  exprelsly  mentions  thb  doftrine 
oi  Cerinthus,  in  thefe  words  ;  "  Others  ajfertj  that  he 
**  (the  Demiurgus)  is  greatly  remote  from  him,  who  is 
**  according  to  them, .  the  fether,  that  he  was  of  him- 
**  felf  tf"  W^*  According  to  other  editions  this  language 
feems  to  be  referred  to  that  matter  of  which  the  world  was 
made. 

The  circumilance  of  the  reft  of  the  paflage  refpefting 
the  Gnoftics,  inftead  of  being  favourable  to  the  Ebionites, 
is  a  proof  of  his  greta  diflike  of  thenl.  For  how  would  he 
otherwife  dais  them  with  fuch  grois  heretics  ? 

la  the  following  chapter  he  refers  to  tbefe  heretics  before 
mentioned^  without  diftinflion  ;  laying,  ^  jilt  thefe  are 
^  much  later  than  the  hi/hops  to  whom  the  Apoftles  com- 
**  mitted  the  churches*    Thefe  heretics  before  mentioned^ 

**  fince 

•  Vol.  i.  p.  183. 

t  Alii  antcm  ab  Angelis  qaibafdtm  dicentet  fn^um  «fle  miiBdaiD^ 
et  fubftantiam  ejus.  Alii  quidem/  porro  et  longe  feparatum  ab  eo,  qui 
eft  fecundum  ipfos,  patre,  a  femetipfo  fuifle,  ef  cfle  ex  fe  aatHOitr 
Iltn.  lib.  V'  c«  19. 
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ley  are  blind  to  the  truth,  are  under  a  neceffitj 
"  0  g  out  of  the  right  way,  taking  fome  one  way  and 

"  fome  aoother ;  and  on  this  account  the  veftiges  of  thar 
"  doftrines  are  diffufed  without  agreement  or  connexion. 
"  But  the  way  of  thofe  belonging  to  the  Church,  fuiround- 
"  ing  the  whole  earth,  has  one  linn  tradition  from  the 
"  Apoftles,  and  eshibits  to  us  one  and  the  fame  faith  as 
"  that  of  all."  Then  he  refers  to  a  variety  of  articles  men- 
tioned in  the  preceding  chapter,  oppofing  the  truth  to  the 
particular  tenets  of  the  heretics  referred  to  ;  declaring  llm 
hey  "  believe  the  fame  difpofition  of  the  incarnation  of 
''  the  Son  of  God, — and  expeft  the  fame  advent  of  the 
"  Lord  '."  Even  althojjgh  Ebionites  had  not  been  fo  «- 
vidently  pointed  out,  as  one  dafi  ;  from  this  circumDanct, 
we  Ihould  have  been  under  a  neceflity  of  infening,  ihu 
Irenseus  accounted  all  thofe  heretics,  who  departed  from 
■  that  one  doftrine  of  the  church  concerning  the  incarna- 
tion. 

To  what  we  have  already  quoted  from  Dr  P.  he  fub- 
joins  -,  "  I£.there  be  any  other  paflage  in  Irenseus,  in  whidi 
**  he  calls,  or  fcems  to  call  the  Ebionites  heretics,  I  have 
"  overlooked  it  f."  There  b  another  paflagc,  which,  in 
one  fenfe,  the  Dodor  has  certunly  overlooied.  But  be 
knows  whether  voluntarily  or  not.    He,  indeed,  mcnticoi 

this 

*  Omno  'cDim  ii  tilde  poftcriom  qum  Epifcopi.  qoibns  ApoBoli 
trtdiderunt  EccUfiu. — NeccifitMeiD  ergo  hibeni  prKiIif^li,  bxtetic^qao- 
niam  Got  czci  ad  veriutem,  illcnm  ct  dlertm  tmbulatc  emrbi  tulci  TiiiD : 
«t  praplei  hoc  incanfonanUr  el  inconfequcnlcr  difpcrfi  Tunt  *Ffligi>  ioBn- 
nc  ipronim.  EoTum  lutem  qai  ib  Ecdelia  funt  Tciniti.  rircomieni  moadna 
Univeiflim,  quippe  Grmam  hibcni  ab  Apoflolii  traditroncn,  M  Tidne  notiii 
donani  omnium  unam  el  cindem  cfle  Gdem ;  omnibui — eanilcm  di^fi- 
lionem  jnctmationiiFilirDei  eredmtibDi,  «t  enndtm  eipcAantibn)  mI 
TBDtnm  Doinini.    Lib.  v.  c.  la. 

t  Vol.  i.  p.  1(3. 
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bis  paffagc.    But  his  extraft  from  it  is  perhaps  the  ihorteft 
n  the  whole  work.     It  confifts  in  thefe  words,  Vani  autem 
ft  Ebiofuti.    At  the  fame  time,  he  lays,  **  The  harflieft 
'*'  epithet  that  he  applies  to  them  is  that  of  *vani^  which, 
*  confidering  the  manner  of  the  ancients,  is  certainly  very 
''*•  moderate  ♦."     This  epithet  may,  in  feft,  be  hariher  than 
that  of  baretici\  as  it  feems  to  expreis  contempt.     But- 
there  is  no  occafion  for  any  difpute  on  this  he^,  as  he  ap-  • 
plies  both.     Were  it  not  that  jthe  bare  affertion  of  a  wri- 
ter of  fuch  eminence  as  Dr  P.  may  pais  with  many  for  ar-. 
gument,  I  fliould  have  bluihed  at  tho  idea  of  attempting  to 
prove  a  thing  fo  obvious. 

From  the  beginning  of  this  chapter,  Irenseus  illuftrates 
the  neceffity  of  the  incarnation  of  the  Word,  becaufe  other- 
wife  the  Father  could  not  be  revealed,  we  could  not  imi- 
tate his  example,  we  could  not  be  redeemed  from  our  cap- 
tivity, nor  could  we  be  delivered  from  our  natural  apo- 
ftacy.   Having  premifed  thefe  things,  he  feys  ;  "  The  Lord, 
•*  having  redeemed  us  by  bis  own  blood,  and  given  his 
"  foul  for  our  fouls,  and  his  flcfli  for  our  flefli,  (a  dodrine 
"  believed  by  ^either  ancient  nor  modem  Ebionites) — all 
**  the  doftrines  of  heretics  have  perifhed."     Here  he  had 
efpecially  four  kinds  of  heretics  to  oppofe ;  thple  who  de- 
nied that  Chrifl  adually  came  in  the  flefh,  thofe  who  refu- 
fed  that  he  came  in  any  other  refpeft,  thofe  who  taught 
that  he  came  into  a  world  not  created  by  him,  and  thofe 
who  denied  one  great  fruit  of  his  coming,  the  refurredion 
of  the  body.     Thefe  arc  the  dodrines  of  heretics  which  he 
has  direSly  in  his  eye,  and  which  he  lays  have  perifhed.  This 
emphatic  language  is  evidently  meant  as  an  introdudion,  ex- 
preilive  of  their  general  charaSer  and  common  fate ;  and  it  is 
immediately  fucceededby  a  particular  illuftration  as  to  each  of 
them.  "For  they  are  vain,  who  fey  that  he  manifefted  himfelf 


♦  Vol.  i.  p.  27p, 
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"  in  appearance  only,"  ta'r.  After  difplaymg  the  yvtiXj 
of  thi5  fyltem,  he  fliows  whom  he  had  in  view,  by  conclu- 
ding wiih  thefe  words ;  "  Valentinians,  therefore,  are  \m, 
**  holding  this  doftrine,  as  they  exclude  the  falvation  of 

*  the  ficlh,  an  1  reprobate  the  work  of  Grod."  Then  ha 
immediately  adds  ;  "  But  the  Ebionites  alfo  are  vajn,  wto 

*  do  not  by  faith  receive  into  their  foul  the  anion  of  OoJ 
"  and  man,  but  continue  in  the  leaven  of  the  old  gaien- 
'■  tion,"  \^c: 

After  iUuftrating  their  doflrine,  he  proceeds  to  the  Mar- 
donites,  and  then  to  thofe  who  denied  the  refurreflton } 
ftill  applying  to  each  of  them  the  fame  epithet  of  tMWi. 
Does  not  Irenseus  at  leaft  confound  the  Ebjonitea  with 
herittcs  in  this  place  ?  Nay,  can  any  doubt  remain,  that 
he  here  exprefsly  calls  them  heretics;  or  that,  in  the  ac- 
count of  Irenseus,  they  were  on  a  foot  ivitli  thofe  who  de- 
nied the  truth  of  Chrift's  human  nature ;  as  being  equally 
enemies  to  the  truth  of  redemption  ;  the  one  denying  what 
was  neceflary  for  this  work  in  a  divine  refpett,  and  the 
other  in  a  human ;  ia  that  between  them  both  were  VAl 
Nor  can  it  be  refiifcd  that  he  (reats  them  in  the  &me  maa- 
oer  with  thofe  who  denied  that  Chrill  came  to  his  own, 
and  fuch  aa  dilbelieved  the  refurreftion.    All  tbdie  Imum 

had 

*  Pcriernnt  omn«i  harrlkwum  ia&naXi  rjnrcnim  runt  qui  puutiij 
dicunt  MiiB-ippiniifle.~-riiRi  ijitur  qui  a  Vilrntino  fnnt,  hoc  do^ou- 
(izaaui,  Bti  tiduHmt  ftliiUm  ctmis,  et  reprobcnt  plafinatioaeiD  Dci- 
Poti  mteBi  rt  Ebionau,  BDitioncm  Del  tt  komlDii  pti  Gdem  noBrac^' 
cute*  in  fuam  inimam ;  l«d  ia  vct«ii  tenccttioDiipeircvcranics  ftiiuwlub 
ncqne  inlctli(«re  volentci  quoniatn  Spicitui  finflus  advcoit  in  Manua.— 
PtrTetcrtnt  iBtem  ia  co  qui  viflus  eft  Adam,  el  prajeftau  eft  dc  jtitr 
iSia.  ■.  T.  C.I.  PimJMlB*  (f  qui  in  alicTii  dimnt  Dtim  vcniBc,  Ttlot 
•licM  CDDCupirccutem.— ■rdm  mtmt  'mnnimoda,  qui  asiTcrfam  di^ofi- 
tioocmDeicaTilRilitudt,  et  oxnis  btuleoi  negint,  ct  regcncritioncn  ■- 
jw  (pernont,  dictaia  nan  cam  capacem  cfle  incsmptibilitatii.  Sic  tattn 
<KuuiiiM  bsc  videlicet,  nu  DomiDU)  boguiu*  (Uo  rtitimi  otu,  Mt.  Ik. 
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had  dirfedlj  in  his  eye,  becaufe  thej  were  all  enemies  ttf 
the  work  of  redemption,  the  fubje£l  propofed  bj  him  in 
the  beginning  of  this  fifth  book.  For,  accordmg  to  his  ti- 
luftradon,  if  Jefus  had  not  our  nature,  he  could  not  fn&r  v 
if  he  had  this  only,  he  coiild  not  redeem ;  if  he  came  not 
to  his  own,  he  had  no  right  to  engage  in  this  work ;  and 
if  there  be  no  refurreftion,  he  failed  in  one  eminent  branch 
of  it,  the  redemption  of  our  body. 

Before  it  can  be  proved  that  Irenseus  does  not  here  call 
the  Ebionites  heretics^  it  muft  be  fhewn,  that  when  he  pre« 
vioufly  fpeaks  of  all  the  doftrines  of  heretics,  he  had  one 
do&rine  only  in  his  eye ;  that  of  the  Valentinians  firft 
mentioned.  For  as  he  defcribes  the  Ebionites  next,  then  the 
Marcionites,  and  laftly  thofe  who  denied  the  refurre6tion,  all 
in  the  clofeft  connexion,  it  would  be  tampering  too  far 
with  the  patience  of  the  public,  to  pretend  that  he  meant 
to  ftigmatize  the  firft,  and  the  two  laft  as  heretics^  but  had 
no  deiign  to  extend  this  charader  to  the  fecond ;  but  in- 
troduced them  without  the  leaft  propriety.  It  muft  alfo 
be  proved,  that  he  ufed  the  term  vani^  concerning  the  £- 
bionites",  in  quite  a  different  fenfe  from  that  in  which  it  is 
applied  to  the  reft.  And  from  the  whole,  it  muft  be  ad- 
mitted as  a  native  inference,  that  Irenaeus,  the  difciple  of 
Polycarp,  the  difciple  of  John,  was  fo  ignorant,  or  fo  wick- 
ed, as  to  clafs  and  cofifound  thofe  with  the  grofteft  heretics, 
who  were  the  dnly  genuine  fucceffors  of  the  apoftles. 

Juftin  Martyr  is  alfo  fummoned  to  give  his  evidence. 
According  to  Dr  P.  he  ^  makes  no  mention  of  Ebhnites^ 
btH  fpeaks  of  the  yewijb  Chriftians  ; — and  it  is  plain  that 
*'  he  did  not  confider  all  of  them  as  heretics,  but  only  tbo/h 
'^  qi  them  who  refufed  to  communicate  with  the  Gentile 
*'  Chriftians. — It  is  probable,  that  the  Naxarenes  or  Ebion- 
*^  ites,  were  confidered  as  in  a  ftate  of  excommunication, 
'^  merely  becaufe  they  would  have  impend  the  law  of 

««Moi^ 
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"  Kofes  upon  the  Gentiles  •."  Therefore,  according  to 
Jufiio,  Ebionites  were  heretics,  our  author  htmfe]f  being 
judge.  He,  indeed,  wiflies  to  refl  Juftin's  opiniou  of  their 
berefj  fotely  on  this  point.  But  from  the  fame  paOage  il 
is  evident,  that  he  makes  a  belief  of  the  pre-esiftence  of 
Chrift  a  term  of  fahation.  If  he  accounted  it  necefiary 
that  thofe,  of  whom  he  fpesks,  fliould  believe  that  Jefoi 
exiAed  "  before  the  morning-ilar,"  i^e.  it  ie  natural  lo  think 
that  he  would  make  this  point  a  term  of  comrminian  alfo. 
For  we  cannot  fuppofe  that  thefe  fathers  imagined  that  one 
who  avowedly  held  a  dodrine,  the  belief  of  which  con- 
■vinced  them  that  he  had  no  fellowihip  with  the  Head, 
might,  not  with  (Ian  ding,  enjoy  the  moft  intimate  feUowlhip 
with  the  members, 

Dr  P.  obfetves  that  "  Ruffinus  makes  the  hcrefy  of  E- 
"  bion  to  conlifl  in  enjoining  the  obfervancc  of  the  Jewifli 
"  law  \."  Here  he  quotes  the  language  of  that  expo£tioa 
of  the  Creed  commonly  afcribed  to  Ruffinus.  But  one 
thing  is  certain.  This  writer  confounds  Ebion  with  herf 
tics.  For  he  fajs,  in  the  preceding  feiiion  ;  "  And  miuy 
"  others  have  afTemblcd  churches,  u  Marcion,  as  Valeati- 
"  nus,  as  Ebion,  aa  Manicbsens,  as  Arias,  and  nil  the  «th9 
f*  heretict  t-"  He  places  him  io  the  verj  centre  of  the  he- 
retical groupe. 

But  bis  only-  mentioning  Elrion's  adherence  to  the  law 
will  not  prove  that  be  jeckonedhim  a  bereticyoifr^oa 
this  account ;  unlefs  it  can  be  demonArated  that  be  did 
not  account  thofe  heretics,  who,  without  this  legal  attach* 
ment,  denied  the  deity  of  our  Saviour.  But  immediatdj 
before,  he  mentions  it  as  one  branch  of  the  berefy  of  Mar- 

ckn, 
*  VoU^  i.  p.  101.  301.  t  Il>>^>  P'  '°3- 

1  Molt)  eaiin  d  tlii  cccliGit  nm^ftnint,  nt  MuttDn,  nt  Valrali- 
■ui^  Dt  Ifabion,  M  MuichKui,  ut  Aiiu^  et  cmuii  mbm*  httrcttd.  Mk 
3;.    Oper.  Cypriini,  p.  57J. 
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cion,  that  he  denied  ^  that  the  Father  made  the  world  hj 
'^  his  Son."  And  a  little  after,  he  declares  it  to  be  *'  the 
'^icounlel  of  vanity  (language  commonly  applied  to  he- 
retics from  the  time  of  Irenseus  at  lead)  *'  which  Paulas 
**  Samolatenus  and  Photinus  held,  that  Chrift  did  not  eziil 
''  before  ages,  generated  of  the  Father,  but  had  his  begin- 
**  ning  from  Mary  ;  and  that  he  was  not  God  bom  man, 
**  but  of  man  made  God  *." 

But  we  know  that  Kuffinus  wrote  in  an  age,  in  which, 
according  to  our  author,  **  the  greateft  account  was  made  of 
"  the  doftrine  of  the  Trinity  ;  fo  that  perfed  foundnefs  in 
**  that  article  might  be  fuppofed  to  have  atoned  for  defeds 
"  in  other  things  t-"  It  is,  therefore,  aftonifliing  that  he 
can  venture  to  quote  this  writer  as  favourable  to  him ; 
when,  according  to  his  own  principles,  he  muft  be  aflured 
that  Ruffinus  could  not  but  think  that  the  want  of  '^  found- 
"  neis  in  this  article,"  was  Ebibn's  greateft  herefy.  The 
only  argument  that  can  be  derived  from  this  paflage  forci- 
bly ftrikes  againfi  our  author,  being  a  fortiori.  If  '*  the 
**  greateft  account  was  made  of  this  doArine,"  the  denial 
of  it  muft  have  been  the  greateft  herefy.  As  Ruffinus  ac- 
counted Ebion  a  heretic  merely  for  his  adherence  to  the 
law,  much  more  muft  he  have  done  fo  for  his  denial  of  the 
divinity  of  Chrift.  But  he  does  not  mention  the  latter ;  either 
becaufe  he  fimply  confidered  Ebion  as  the  father  of  all 
who  rigidly  adhered  to  the  law,  whether  they  denied  the 
divinity  of  Chrift,  or  not ;  or  merely,  as  Dr  P.  fays  of 
Epiphanius,  becaufe  he  wiflied  to  diverfify  the  hcreiies  he 

was 

*  Concilium  vanitatis  eO^,  quod  Paulus  Stmofate nns,  et  poft  ejus  fuc* 
cd!br  Photinus  afleruit,  Cbriftutn  non  fuifle  ante  fecula,  fed  ez  Maria 
caepifle :  et  non  eum  Deum  hominem  natum,  fed  ez  bomine  Deam  ez* 
Iftimat  fadlum.    Exp.  Id  Symb.  feA*  38. 

t  Vol.  iiL  p.  186. 


"t  RMHtreJSf  SoofcV. 

was  emmienitiiig.  Befidefe^  ai  diis  adhercpice  to  ihebw 
was  of  itfetf  a  fiifficieiit  proof  of  herefj,  and  as  it  bdoag- 
ed  to  no  other  in  his  lift,  he  might  mention  it  finglj. 

Oar  author  now  returns  to  Tertnllian.  ^  Tliere  hf 
he  iaysy  **  fomediing  very  particolai'  in  the  oonduft  of 
^  TertuUian  with  refpeft  to  the  EbioAites,  He  fpeaks  of 
^'  the  herefj  of  Ebion  (of  which  he  makes  but  dicTdi^tdt 
'*  mention*  in  his  Treatife  againft  herefy  in  general),  at 
**  eonfifting-  in  the  obfervance  of  Jewilh  ceremonies  and 
^  yet  he  fays  that*  John,  in  his  epiiUe,  calk  thofe  chiefly  As* 
'  tichrifls,  who  denied  that  Chrift  came  in  the  flefli^  and 

*  who  did  not  think  that  Jefus  was  the  Son  of  God,*  mean* 

*  ingy  probablyi  a  diibelief  of  the  miracnloos  cooceptioo. 
'  The  former/  he  fays,  ^  Marcion  held,  the  latter  Ebtoo*'* 
There  is,  indeed,  fomething  very  particular  in  the  condnft 
of  oar*author  here.    Undoubtedly  what  he  aims  at,  is  ID 
make  it  doubtful,  whether  Tertnllian  himfelf  reckoned  the 
Ebionites  heretics,  merely  becaufe  of  their  denying  the 
deity  of  Chrift.    In  order  to  prove  this,  he  obferves  thai 
TertuUian  **  fpeak's  of  the  hercfy  of  Ebion  as  confifiiog 
"  in  the  obfervance  of  Jewifli  ceremonies."     But  it  mufl  be 
evident  that  the  ancient  writer  does   not  mean  this  as  his 
only  herefy.     For  it  is  in  the  fame  feflion   that  he  men- 
tions  him  as  one  of  the  Antichrlfts  whom   the   epifUe  of 
John  refpefts.     What  he   fays  is   fimply   this ;    *•  Paul— 
*•  writing  to  the  Galatians,  inveighs  againft  the  obferven 
<*  and  defenders  of  circumcifion  and  the  law.     This  is  £• 
"  bion's  herefy  *."     Nay,  Dr  P.  cannot  objeft  to  our  tranf- 
lating  it,   "  This  is  a  herefy  of  Ebion."     For  he   urges 
this  as  the  true  verfion  of  the  fame  exproffion  in  Jerom  +• 

Therefore, 

•  Ad  Calatas  fcribens,  invchitur  in  obfervatores  ct  defeaforcs  circatn- 
cifionis  ct  Icgis.     llcbionis  eft  hterefis.     Dc  Praefcript    f.  33.  p.  337. 

f  Ufquc  hodic— inter  Judaeos  i^fl/ry?J  ^''  iff.  According  to  DrP. ; 
•«  It  is  to  tbfa  very  day,— <i  herefy  among  the  Jews.*'  Vol.  iii.  p.  ij^j* 
1,71.    See  above,  p.  S8. 
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Therefore,  our  author,  according  to  his  own  rules  of 
sonftnidiony  to  which  he  certainly  oo^t  to  adhere,  carries 
:he  matter  too  far,  when  he  aflerts  tb^t  Tertuliian  **  fpeaks 
<  of  the  herefy  of  Ebion  as  conjljling  in  the  obfervance  of 
fewiih  ceremonies." 

But  the  defign  of  Tertuliian  is  to  fliew  the  oppofition  of 
:he  ^Apoftolical  do&ine  ^  particular  hereiies.  He  aiTerts 
^at  the  fiift  epiftle  of  Paul  to  the  Corinthians  oppofes  thofe 
wlio  deny  the  refurreftion,  as  the  Sadducees,  Marcion, 
^ppelles  and  Valentinus*  Afterwards  he  points  out  the 
bop^  of  Paul's  Epiftles  to  Timothy,  of  the  Revelatiooi, 
ind  of  the  firft  epiftle  of  John.  As  he  only  exprefles  the 
Ecope  and  principal  deiign  of  each  of  the  epiiUes  mention- 
ed, and  as  that  to  the  Galatians  is  efpecially  levelled  agaii^ft 
[be  dodrine  of  the  necefHty  of  the  law ;  when  fpeaking  of 
this  epiflle,be  could  not  with  propriety  introduce  any  other 
berefy  of  Ebion.  But  with  equal  juiiice  might  it  be  faid, 
^lat  he  fuppofed  Marcion  chargeable  with  no  other  berefy 
than  the  denial  of  the  refurre£tion  ;  becaufe  this  is  the  only 
<me  he  mentions  in  hh  account  of  the  firfl  epifUe  to  the 
Corinthians.  However,  he  introduces  him  twice  afterwards, 
in  the  fame  fedion,  when  the  particular  Icope  of  otl||r  parts 
of  the  New  Teftament  gave  him  a  proper  opportunity  of 
referring  to  his  other  herefies.  His  condu6i  is  the  very 
iame  with  refpefi:  to  Ebion. 

But  Dr  P.  alfo  aflerts  that  Tertuliian  "  makes  but  the 
"  flighted  mention"  of  the  herefy  of  Ebion,  **  in  his  Trea- 
"  tife  againft  hereiies  in  general."  What  can  our  author 
mean  by  the  Jlightejl  mention  P  Are  we  to  judge  of  the 
greatneis  of  the  berefy  by  the  multitude  of  words  employ- 
ed about  it?  Then,  furely,  in  Tertullian's  apprehenfion, 
Ebun's  herefy  was  greater  than  that  of  the  Saddilcees,  of 
the  Nicolaitans,  of  the  Cainites,  of  Simon  Magus  \  for  in  the 
fcftion  referred,  to  they  are  only  once  mentioned,  but  Ebion 

I  twice : 
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twicer  Is  ii:  '^  but  the  flij^teft  mendon"  of  dns 
diat,  in  lb  fhoita  tieadli^his  errora  are  introdooediioU 
than  four  different  times  ?  If  this  be  too  littkj  die  wnttr 
fupplies  the  defefi  ill  another  work,  in  which,  he  introdncci 
him  again  and  again ;  naj,  fpends  a  whole  chapter  ct 
him*. 

•  * 

The  learned  Gentleman,  indeed,  is  not  eafilj  iatisfied  a 
to  his  proofi  of  heref  j.  If  a  writer  enlarge  ctonfidenU; 
<m  the  errors  of  Ebion,  and  multiplj  hard  names;  '^Ui 
**  hatred,  and  of  courie  his  mi&epreientatioQ  of  thcmiR 
'*  very  confpicuoos  f /'  Thus  his  teftimonj  goes  fiva»* 
thing,  as  &r  as  it  is  mi£aivoarabk.  If  another,  in  In 
ordinary  way,  write  condiely,  he  ^  makes  but  the  ili^ttl 
^  mention  oi"  their  herefy.  Neither  of  them  can  be  d^ 
pended  on.  One  witneis  is  too  minute*  Tberefixe^  ka 
teftimony  cannot  be  the  tale' of  truth.  Another  is  too  |^ 
neraL  Therefore,  no  certain  inference  can  be  drawn.  E- 
piphanius  &p  too  much,  and  Tertullian  too  little*  A  no! 
ingenious  expedient,  indeed,  for  getting  rid  of  any  kindcf 
evidence ! 

But  this  is  not  all.  Tertullian  mentions  Ebion  as  an  or 
ticbrifi^  becaufe  he  '*  did  not  think  that  Jefus  was  the  Soo 
"  of  God."  Here  Dr  P.  throws  in  a  happy  parenthe&» 
''  meaning,  ■  probably,  a  dUbelief  of  the  miraculous  con- 
*^  ception.'*  I  beg  leave  to  aik,  if  he  really  thinks  diis 
probable  ?  Did  not  Tertullian  believe,  not  only  the  mira- 
culous conception,  but  the  real  deity  of  Chrift  ?  Did  doc 
Ebion  deny  the  one,  as  well  as  the  other  ?  Could  TcitDl- 
lian  be '  at  any  lois  to  know  this  ?  Does  any  orthodox  wri- 
ter ever  fpeak  of  Chrift  as  the  Son  of  God,  meaning  to  ex- 
clude his  divinity  ?  With  fuch  a  writer,  is  not  this  alvrijs 
the  proper  and  fpecific  fenfe  of  the  expreffion  ?  h  theit 
3  thes 

»  Dc  Ctrne  Chridi,  c.  i8.    Vid.  etUxDi  c.  14  14. 
f  Vol.  iii.  p.  205. 
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then  the  leaft  ihadow  of  probability  in  what  Dr  P. 
pretends  to  fuppofe  ?  It  woidd  be  juft  as  natural  a  conjec- 
ture, that  Tertullian  denied  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour. 
For  here  this  expreffion,  the  Son  of  God,  muft  neceflarily  be 
underftood  in  Tertullian's  own  fenfe. 

Did  any  writer,  meeting  with  thefe  words  as  ufed  by 
Dr  P.,  ye/tis  tie  Son  of  God,  and  knowing  the  Do£tor's 
principles,  notwithftanding  remark ;— *^  meaning  probably ^ 
'*  that  he  is  God  equal  with  the  Father ;"  what  would  he 
think  of  the  writer's  integrity  ?  Tertullian  ejfe where  ex- 
plains the  fenfe  he  afiixed  to  this  exprefilon,  in  the  moi); 
unexceptionable  manner;  giving  Chrift  the  charaders  of 
God  and  Son  of  God,  in  conjundion  *,  as  oppofed  to  *^  the 
**  opinion  of  Hebicxi,  who  held  him  to  be  a  mere  man.** 
Here  he  fhews  that  Chrift  "  could  have  God  for  his  Father, 
**  without  a  human  mother  ♦." 

But  our  author  found,  it  neceflary  to  throw  a  little  duft 
on  this  teftimony  of  Tertullian.  For  he  muft  have  been 
ccmfcious  that,  had  he  admitted  it  without  hefitation,  ac- 
cording to  the  ordinary  fenfe  of  the  writer,  he  ruined  the 
whole  of  his  own  proof  as  to  the  nature  of  herefy. 

Dr  P.  at  length  fums  up  his  evidence.  *'  Upon  the 
f*  whole,"  he  fays,  "  the  condu£b  of  TertuUtan  very  much 
**  refembles  that  of  Irenseus,  who,  without  clafiing  the  £- 
'*  bionites  with   heretics,  exprefles  great  diflike  of  their 

Vol.  II.  P  "doarinc 

*  Qu^  autem  fpiritus  Dei  et  virtus  AUiffimt  non  poteft  infra  angelos  ha« 
beriy  Deus  fcilicet  et  Dei  Fij'us.  (^anto  ergo  dum  hoiuiaeiii  gt&zX, 
mmor  angelic  fadlns  eft,  tanto  nondum  angelam  geftat.  Foterat  baec 
opinio  Hebipni  convenire,  qui  nudum  hominem,  et  tantnm  ex  (emiue 
David  natuni,  non  item  et  Dei  Filium  cooftituit  Jefum.  De  Caroe  CbrifU, 
c  14.  Vacavit  enim  viri  femen,  ^pud  habeutem  Dei  femen.  It^qu^ 
ficut  nondum  natus  ex  Virgipe,  patrem  Deum  habere  potuit  fine  faomine 
matre  :  seque  cum  de  Virgine  nafceretur,  potuit  matrem  habere  hominem 
fine  homioe  patre.    lb*  c.  18. 

2 


^  dodrine  *.**  What  the  ooodud  of  Ixenmm  ?prB»^Vre  hgte 
already  leen.  I«et  us  now  attend  to  Dr  ?/«.  JBe  b«g«i 
this  chapter  with  thefe  wocdft  ^  ^  I  have  elifar^r^d  that. T» 
*<  tollian  is  the^firft  Chriffian  writer  who  eaqprcfily  eaBi  die 
'« Ebicmites  b§retics.**  We  thought  it  waa  Wdl,  if  our  a»> 
thor  would  hold.to  this.  But -his  o^/Srotfffipiiriie^m  ti^taake 
hut  a  very  flight  impreffion  upon  him&I^  whatfV^  :tkj 
make  upon  the  leader*  F<»hdEbfeheh«atnHrdledtiim^ 
four  pages,  he  loiiisan  theheoe&.itf  thela.:11lb  «infa 
much  uoneceflary  tronUe,  twifi,  to  the  leader  qnljt  tat  ts 
him£elf.  For  had  he  barely  rcifKiembered  that,  in  (pgaadii 
he  had  recorded  it  as  his  own  ob&rvation,,  diat  ^  Tfttil- 
tMHan-^-^exptefily  calls  the ,  Ebionites  hereticm"  vrtlbat 
•trouUing  himfelf  to  recoUefi  whether  he  ifms  thi  firjt  tada 
fo  or  not ;  theie  would  have .  been  no  oc;j8«fioQ  fiv  jnftnft* 
.ting,  in  p*  205,  that  he  does  not  even  ^  dais  the  Klwp^*- 
**  vnth  heretics."  ^     .  .       . 

But  as  the  Dgdor  feqns  to  have  forgot tfaepafifetk 
Tertnllian,  on  which  he  £Dunded  his  introduAory  Af^* 
vatieftf  we  miift  endeavour  to  refrefh  his  memory  /fittk: 
Does  not  Tertullian  "  clais  the  Ebionites  with  hereticSi'' 
when,  after  defcribing  the  errors  of  Carpocrales,  and  ob- 
ferving  that  after  him  the -heretic  Cerinthus  broke  fbrtb,  he 
adds ;  **  Ijlis  fucceflbr  was  Ebion  ?"  Could  Ebion  be  the 
fucceffor  of  Cerinthus  in  any  otjier  fenfe,  than  as  being  a 
heretic  ?  Tertullian  fliews,  indeed,  that  they  differed  confi- 
derably.  But  he  certainly  means,  that  the  one  fiicceeded 
the  other  in  his  heretical  charader  in  general ;  and  in  as  &r 
as  they  agreed,  the  fucceffibn  was  the  clofer.  Although 
it  were  true,  as  fon^e  apprehend,  that  the  addition  to  the 
Prefcriptions  was  not  the  work  of  Tertullian,  we  are  not 
deftitute  of  other  evidence  that  he  accounted  the  Ebionites 
heretics. 

f  Vcl.  iij.  p.  20^, 
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Tor  he  fajs  in  another  place ;  "  What  'Elaias  throws 
*'  out  in  beating  down  tbefe  heretics^  and  efpeciallj.  Wo  to 
**  them  who  maie  /weet  Utter ^  imd  darhnefs  lights  denotes 
^'  thofe^  v/2.  who  do  not  preferve  words  in  the  light  of  their 
^  proper  meaning  \  as  that  a  foul  is  nothing  but  what  it  is 
''  called^  and  fleih  no  other  than  what  it  feems,  and  God  no 
*^  other  than  what  he  is  declared  to  be.  Thus  forefeeing 
'^  Mardoni  he  iajs,  /  am  God,  and  there  is  none  elfe  ;  an4 
when  eliewhere  he  fpeaks  in  the  lame  man^^r^  before  mi 
there  was  no  God,  I  know  not  what  genealogies  of  the 
**  JEom  of  the  Valentinians  he  ftrikesat.  Apd,  He  is  born^ 
*^  not  of  Uoodf  nor  of  the  wiU  of  the  ftejb^  and  of  many  but 
"  of  God,  he  replies  to-  Ebion*/'  Pray,  does  Tertullian 
clafs  the  Ebionites  with  heretics  here  ?  It  wDl,  perhaps,  oc« 
cor  to  many  readers,  that  there  is  one  feature  of  fome  mo- 
dem heretics  as  exadlj  delineated  by  Tertullian,  as  if  they 
had  fat  for  the  likenels.  I  need  not  fay  that  it  is  that  of 
not  preferring  jthe  natural  mi^aning  of  language.  As  this"' 
has  evidently  been  an  original  trait,  its  fireihnefs  is  unim* 
paired  by  the  revolution  of  ages. 

Tertullian  expreisly  declares  that  Unitarian  dofbine 
which  excludes  a  Trinity,  to  be  herefy.  "  The  Devil,"  he 
fays,  "  hath  varioufly  contended  againft  the  truth.  He  hath 
''  endeavoured  fometimes,  by  defending,  to  deftroy  it.    He 

P  2  *'  maintains 

*  (^o  J  t;nim  Efaias  jaculatur  in  fugiihtione  hseMticorum  ipforom,  et 
in  primis,  "Vx,  qui  faciant  dul^  antarum,  et  tenebras  iucem :  iftos  fci« 
licet  notat,  qui  nee  vocabula  ifta  in  luce  proprietatam  fuaram  confer* 
▼ant;  at  anima  non  alia  fit  quam  quae  vocatur,  et  caro  non  alia  fit  quam 
videtur,  et  Deus  non  alius  quam  qui  praedicatur.  Ideo  etiam  Marcionem 
proipiciens,  Ego  fum^  inquit  Deus:  et  alius  abfque^.  me  non  eft.  Et 
cum  ali^  idipfum  jeodem  modo  dicit :  Ante  me  Deus  non  fuit,  nefcio  quas 
illat  Valcntinianorum  ^onum  gcnealogias  pulfat.  Et,  Non  ex  fan- 
pine,  ncque  ex  carnis  et  viri  voluntate^  fed  ex  Deo,  natus  eft,  Hcbipni 
refpondit.    De  Carne  Chrifti,  c.  24. 
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*'  maintains  one  Lord,  the  Almighty  Creator  of  the  worid, 
"  that  even  of  this  one  he  may  make  herefy  •/* 

As  Clemens  Alexandrinus  fays  that  herefy  begun  in  the 
reign  of  Adrian,  Dr  P.  attempts  to  ihew  that  he  means 
Gnoftlcs  only ;  becaule  ^*  it  is  well  known  that  Bafilides  and 
^^  the  mofl  diftinguifhed  of  the  Gnoftics  made  their  sppear- 
^'  ance"  in  that  age  f .  But  according  to  our  author's  coa- 
ceffion ;  "  it  may  be  conjechired  that  by  the  Peratiei  Ck- 
^^  mens  meant  the  Ebionites  :(•"  Now,  as  he  mentions  thde 
heretics  in  that  very  place  where  he  makes  the  rife  of  he- 
refy coeval  with  Adrian ;  unlefs  Dr  P.  means  to  grant  that 
Ebionites  were  Gnofiics,  the  attempt  to  prove*  that  the  fat- 
ter only  were  meant  by  Clemens,  is  unworthy  of  that  can- 
dour  which  he  profefles. 

It  Is  no  obje^on,  that ''  this  is  the  only  paflage  in  which 
"  the  word  (Feratici)  occurs."  For  other  heretics  arc  men- 
tioned here,  who  do  not  make  their  appearance  in  anj 
other  part  of  the  writings  of  Clemens.  But  if  they  ait 
once  mentioned  under  this  chara6^er,  it  is  as  good  as  if  they 
had  been  mentioned  a  thoufand  times.  It  really  fhevt'S 
what  they  were  in  the  ellimation  of  Clemens,  and  of  the 
Catholic  church  to  which  he  belonged. 

If  Dr  P.,  however,  cannot  difprove  the  title  that  Ebio- 
nites had  to  this  name,  he  will  confine  it  as  much  as  poflible. 
"  As  the  ilrift  Ebionites,"  he  fays,  "  held  no  communion 
with  the  Gentile  ChrKUans,  it  is  very  pollible  that  Cle- 
mens might  infert  them  in  a  catalogue  of  heretics,  and 
**  allude  to  them  under  tlie  name  of  Peratici^  without  in* 
"  tending  any  cenfure  of  their  doctrine  concerning  Chriil  J." 

But 

*  Varie  diabolus  aemulatus  eft  veritatem.     Adfe<fla%'it  illam  aliquando 
Mcfcndendo  concuttre.     L'nicum  Dominum  vindicat  omnipotentem  mun-  \ 
dl  conditorcm,  ut  ct  de  unico  haerefiin  faciat.*     Advcrf.    Praxcao.   c.  i. 

t  Vol  I  p.  285.  I  lb.  p.  286.  J  lb.  p.  2S6. 
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Bat  had  Gkmens  referred  to  their  Judaifm  only,  he  would 
never  have  iadiided  them  in  a  lift  of  heretics,  who  had 
their  origin  in  the  time  of  Adrian,  For  there  were  Ju- 
daizing  heretics,  who  refufed  communion  with  Gentiles, 
whatever  name  Dr  P.  pleafes  to  give  them,  as  early  as  the 
time  of  the  Apofile  Paul.  It  is  juft  as  pojphle  that  a  mo* 
dem  Trinitarian  ihonld  account  the  Ebionites  heretics,  only 
on  account  of  their  attachment  to  the  law,  as  that  Clemens 
ihould  do  fo. 

The  Dodor  further  objeds  that,  according  to  Clemens, 
<<  this  was  a  name  given  them  &om  their  place  of  reiidence, 
*'  and.  therefore,  did  not  include  the  Unitarians  among  the 
**  Gentiles."  But  it  would  feem  that  this  work  of  Cle- 
mens was  written  before  the  latter  made  any  coniiderable 
figure.  At  any  rate,  as  one  branch  of  the  Pbryga^  here 
mentioned  by  him,  denied  the  Trinity,  as  will  be  after- 
wards  proved,  it  will  .be  difficult  for  Dr  P.  to  fliew  that 
Clenaens  did  not  mean  to  include  Gentile  Unitarians  in  this 
defignation. 

Dr  P.  has  colled;ed  a  variety  of  parages  from  Origen,  in 
which  he*  defines  herefy,  and  gives  fome  general  charaders 
cf  heretics.  His  defign  is  to  prove  that  the  ancient  writer 
meant  Gnoilics  only  *•  But  what  avails  all  this  ?  Does  not 
Dr  P.  know  that  Origen  defcribes  the  Ebionites  as  having 
no  cpnnexion  with  the^  church?  Does  he  not  know  that  he 
expreisly  calls  them  heretics  /  It  is  impoilible  that  he  can  be 
ignorant  of  this.  For  he  elfewhere  refers  to  the  very  paf- 
lages  in  which  Origen  gives  this  account  of  matters.  But 
this  he  has  either  himfelf  forgot,  or  he  did  not  wifii  his 
reader  to  remember  it.  We  have  formerly  quoted  one 
pafiage  exprels  to  this  purpofe  f .  But  the  fame  writer  elfe- 
where fays ;  There  are  "  certain  berejies  which  do  not  re- 
"  ceive  the  epillles  of  the  Apoftle  Paul,  as  the  Ebionites  ot 

P  3  *»  both 

•  Vol,  1.  p.  2po. — %^it^  \  See  above,  p.  71.  7a. 
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^'  both  kinds,  and  thofe  who  are  call^  Encradtes  *•"  Dr 
F.  mighty  with  equal  juitice  and  honefty,  affirm  diat  Origot 
here  meant  the  Encratites  onlj  as  heretics f  as  endeavobrto 
perfuade  the  reader,  from  other  paflages,  that  he  cbnfioed 
his  ideas  of  herefj  to  the  Gnoftics. 

The  author  of  the  Apojlolical  ConfiituttoHS^  which  are 
fuppofed  to  have  been  written  about  the  end  of  the  iecoDd, 
or  beginning  of  the  third  centurj,  reckons  ttie  Ebionites 
amongft  the  wicked  Jewifli  heredcsf.  This  work  moft 
have  been  written  before  the  age  of  Origen.  For  the  aa- 
thor  knew  none,  called  Ebionites,  who  acknowledged  the 
miraculous  conception. 

In  attempting  to  prove  that  Gnottics  were  tlie  only  he- 
retics, our  author  lays  hold  of  a  very  trifling  circumflaooe. 
"  Firmilian,  writing  to  Cyprian,  on  the  fubjed  of  lebap- 
^  tizing  heretics,  in  anfwer  to  "one  Stephanus,"  (he  ^waks 
of  that  £Eimous  bifhop  of  Rome,  as  if  he  had  never  bees 
heard  of  before)  happens  to  mention  the  names  of  no  heretics  • 
but  Gnoftics  f.  But  this  will  not  prove  that  he  accounted 
no  others  heretics.  Cyprian  and  FirmiUan  Bved  in  the  ftrid- 
eft  fellowfliip.  Now,  in  another  letter  on  the  Tame  fab- 
je£l,  the  former  exprefsly  mentions  the  Patripailians  (whom 
Dr  P.  calls  Unitarians)  as  heretics  ||»  Therefore,  they  mafi 
have  been  viewed  ih  the  fame  light  by  Firmilian. 

But 

^  Eiff"!  yet^  T»vc$   ai^wtt^  raq   TlavXa  f if ($-«>«(    rcf  a«-of«A«  ft^ 
Tici.     lb.  p.  274. 

tivui  fidXc^ifot,    i%    q^dviic   av^^o^y  >ta»  TVfjLTrXiXfig  Iwoi}^  Kxt  Ma^ 

jttToi'  yifvoftrtf.     Lib.  6,  c.  6.  Patr,  Apoft.  vol.  i.  p.  ^^^» 

I  Vol.  i  p.  293.  Epift.  Firmilian.  f.  4.  Op.  Cyprian,  p.  235- 

I  Pail  ipaffiani,— et  cetcrse  hcreticoiiim  pcilcs.     Ep.  Jubftiao.  (-  f 
p.  219. 
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But  it  is  a  very  odd  circumftance  that  Dr  P.  fhould  fix 
on  Firmiltaa  as  favourable  to  his  views :  when  we  find, 
from  the  epilUe  of  the  Sjnod  of  Antioch,  that  this  very 
perfon  came  twice  from  Cappadocia  to  Antioch,  for  the  pur- 
poie  of  enquiring  into  the  dodrines  of  Paul  of  Samofata, 
and  condenmed  them  as  heretical ;  and  that  he  died  on  hid 
way  to  that  Synod  in  which  Paul  was  depofed  *• 

Upon  the  whole,  it  may  be  obferved,  that  thofe  who  write 
againft  modem  heretics  would  need  to  be  careful  as  to  their 
language*  For  although  they  *^  exprjeis  great  diflike  of 
**  their  dofirine,"  if  they  do  not  exprefely  call  them  here- 
tics, and  give  them  hard  names ;  it  is  an  hundred  to  one, 
if  their  fucceflbrs,  a  century  or  two  hence,  do  not  plead 
that  Socinian  Unitarians  were  not  accounted  heretics  in  this 
age  ;  nay,  that  Unitarianifm  was  the  prevailing  dodrine  in 
Britain,  towards  the  clo&  of  the  eighteenth  century. 

CHAP.      VIII. 

Of  the  Gnoftidfm  of  ancient  and  modern  Unitarians, 

T^R  Priestley  devotes  a  preat  part  of  his  firft  volume 
to  an  examination  of  the  origin,  errors  and  peculiar 
chara^r  of  the  Gnoftics.  In  this  he  has  a  twofold  defigu  ; 
to  prove  that  they  were  the  onfy  heretics  in  early  times,  and 
therefore,  that  this  charader  did  not  belong  to  Unitarians ; 
and  alio  to  impreis  his  reader  with  the  idea,  that  the  doc-^ 
trine  of  the  Holy  Trinity  in  a  great  meafure  owed  its  ori- 
gin to  thjir  abfurd  and  heretical  tenets.  At  firft,  he  works 
under  covert ;  but  at  length,  he  boldly  opens  his  battery 
againft  Chriftianity. 

He  cannot  conceal  his  defign  ,even  in  the  commencement 
•f  this  inquiry,  •*  The  do&rine  of  the  deification  of  Cbrijlf' 

P  4  he 

•  Eu£  Hift,  I.  7.  c.  30.  voL  i.  p.  ^6%, 


Itt  lays,  ^  which  ovor^^reftd  Ae  whole  CSuSffiha  wdiU; 
<<  and  whidi  is  ftiH  the  pferaiHag  dpiiiioa  iki  all  Cbfttitt 
"  coontries,— >'was  preceded^  by  that  fyftete  eC  doAriae 
<<  whidi  is  generally  caHed  Gt^Jtieifm^.'^  Hif  pnfe8S»to 
^▼e  **  only  an  ondtne  of  this  fyflem*  But  this;!'  he-  &gf% 
^  win  cantain*  a  view  of  tffl  their  dttthgoilliiiig 
**  fliewing  the  dependence  they  have  on  each  ^Aber, 
*«  efpedaHy  thetr.influtaoe  with  lefp^ft  to  QiriiKmifyy 
'*  it  was  teld  1^  diofe  who  were  not  GtnoAicis,  -ttd  iH  k 
^tinues  ti>  beheld  by  many  at  this  day  t/%  He 
himfelf  ffiH  more  fidly.  ^ It  appeais'to  m^  that  theGw- 
"  ffics  had  advanced  fo  nvuiy  fpedoos  aiigomenis  to  ffoit 
'<  that  die  Supreme  Being  hitdfelf  wasnot  tbfe  ^-r^'fi*^*" 
'<  Maker  of  the  woarld,  tad  the  author  qf  the  Jewifr  dX^ 
'*  pea&tiony  that  thetnlhodoac'ChfiSians  were  flaggteed  ^f 
^  them,  and  lb  &r  conceded  to  dteir  advetfinies,  «^  to  aluir 
^  that  the  Being  who  made  the  world,  and  whcf  appeared  to 
<*  die  patriarchs  and  prophets,  was  not  the  Si^reme  God 
"  himfelf.  On  this  account,  they  might  be  the  more  rea- 
'^  dily  induced  to  adopt  the  principles  of  the  Platonifis, 
"  and  of  Philo,  who  laid  that  the  world  was  made,  and  diat 
^'  the  law  was  given,  by  the  divine  Lsgos  perfonified.  This 
"  being  the  Son  of  God^  they  {aid  he  muft  be  the  fame  with 
^  Chrijl.  In  fiid,  the  orthodox  ufed  many  of  the  fiune  ar- 
"  guments  with  the  Gnoftics,  to  prove  that  the  Supreme 
*'  Being  was  not  the  fame  perfon  who  fpake  to  the  pt* 
«  triarchs  J." 

How  much  the  Doftor  has  had  this  matter  at  heart,  du- 
ring the  progrefe  of  his  work,  appears  from  his  cq/tclufifm* 
There  he  profeffedly  points  out  the  remains  of  the  Orientd 
or  Platonic  philofopby  in  modern  fyjlems  of  Chrifliamtj. 
He  confiders  the  "  fingle  dodrine  of  an  immaterial  foul  m 
"  man,  capable  of  fubfifling,  aud  of  having  both  fenfitdoo 

"and 

•  VoL  i.  p.  111.         f  lb.  p.  146.  t  lb.  p.  173. 
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ax]td  a^on,  when  the  body  is  in  the  grave,— -as  the  foim- 


dadon  on  i«Hhdch  almoft  every  corruption  of  Chriftianity 
**  refts."  For  had  this  dofbrine  never  been  known,  **  it  is 
♦*  hardly  poffible,"  he  fays,  "  that  the  pre-exiftence  of 
"  Chrift  would  ever  have  been  imagined  *.'*  *He  alfo  views 
the  mdoH  of  the  Soul  to  God  as  a  Platonic  dodrine  which 
did  great  hurt.  He  confiders  the  dodhine  of  the  creadon 
of  the  world  by  the  Son,  as  derived,  pardy  from  the  Gno- 
ftics,  and  partly  from  the  Platonifls  f .  Howevier  different, 
and  in  many  refpeds  opposite,  the  Gnoftic  and  Platonic 
fyftems  were,  Dr  P.  calb  in  the  aid  of  both,  in  order  tcr 
find  a  human  origin  for  the  fundamental  dodrines  of  Re- 
velation. It  muft  he  acknowledged,  however,  that  he  is 
indebted  to  neither  of  thefe  fyftems  for  his  doffarine  con- 
cerning the  foul.  It  claims  the  honour  of  deiivadon  from 
the  Sadducees  and  Epicureans. 

The  learned  Gendeman,  in  his  theory  with  refpeS  to 
die  origin  of  the  Trinity,  turns  the  chace  upon  the  ortho- 
dox.  He  is  not  fatisfied  with  fliewing,  as  he  fondly  ima- 
ges, that  Gnoftics  were  the  only  heretics,  and  of  confe- 
quence,  that  his  good  friends  die  Ebionites  were  worthy 
Chriftians.  He  puihes  the  matter  fardier.  He  wilhes  it 
to  appear,  that  the  Trinitarian  dodrine  acknowledges  this 
heretical  fource.  He  cannot  prove  that  '1^  ancient  friendi 
were  really  accounted  heretics.  But  he  hopes  to  prove 
what  is  not  a  great  deal  worfe,  that  they  undoubtedly  de- 
fer ved  no  better  character. 

I  have  no  inclination  merely  to  recriminate.  But  there 
are  various  lineaments  in  the  likenefs  of  the  Gnoftics,  as 
delineated  by  Dr  P.  himfelf,  which  even  to  a  carelefs  ob- 
ferver,  muft  forcibly .  fuggeft  the  idea  of  Unitaricms^  as  the 
only  Chriftians  in  whom  th.:;  refemblance  is  preferved ;  and 
others,  of  which  they  exhibit,  at  leaft,  the  moft  perfed  fi- 

.  militude* 

»  V»I.  iv.  p.  a  8  8,  a  8^.  f  Ibid,  p.  29-). 
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militude*  This  charge  is  not  new.  It  is  brought  by  £pi- 
phanius.  Our  author,  indeed,  tefUfies  great  diffacisfiiftiqi 
with  his  condu6l«  **  Another  mofi  extraordinary  and  high- 
'^  \y  improbable  allegation  of  Epiphanius,"  he  iays,"  with 
''  refped  to  the  Ebionites,  is  his  charging  them  with  the 
'^  peculiar  doftrines  of  the  Gnoftics ;  which  is  contrary  tt 
^  the  teftimony,  I  may  lafely  £siy,  of  all  other  ancieot  < 
*^  writers ;  it  being  commonly  {aid  by  them  tBat  the  he- 
'*  refy  of  the  Ebionites  was  the  very  reverfe  of  that  of  tbe 
**  Gnoftics  *."  What  authority  Dr  P.  has  for  ^e  latter 
aflertion,  I  know  not.  He  has  not  quoted  a  fingle  andent 
writer  as  faying  thiB :  and  it  might  not  have  been  wme- 
ceflary,  when  contradi&ing  one  who  (aid  the  contiarj. 
But  although  the  aflertion  were  true,  it  is  no  unzifual  thing 
for  extremes  to  meet. 

When  ancient  writers  exprefled  this  refemblance  be- 
tween Unitarians  and  Gnoftics,  it  is  not  to  be  fuppofed  that 
they  referred  to  all  to  whom  the  latter  name  has  Jbeen  gi- 
ven. For  the  principles  of  fome  of  tbefe  (Called  Gnofttci 
were  diredly  oppofite  to  thofe  of  others.  Dr  P.  obferves, 
that  there  were  two  diftinft  kinds  of  Gnoftics,  the  Jews 
and  the  Gentiles  f .  It  is,  therefore,  natural  to  fuppofe  that 
if  the  Ebionites,  who  were  a  Jewifli  fe6l,  had  any  affinity 
to  Gnoftics,  it  would  be  efpecially  to  thofe  of  their  own  na- 
tion. That  Tertullian,  or  the  author  of  the  Addition  to 
his  PrefcriptionSy  v/as  perfuaded  of  this,  is  evident  from 
his  faying  that  >'  Ebion  was  the  fucceffor  of  Cerinthus  J." 
Our  author  makes  no  doubt  of  his  being  a  Gnoftic.  He 
even  places  him  at  the  head  of  thefe  heretics,  granting 
that  "  according  to  the  unanimous  teftimony  of  ecclefiafli- 
**  cal  hiftory,  the  Jewifli  Gnoftics  appear  before  any  o- 
'*  thers§."     Dr  P.,  who  has  brought  the  fyftem  of  anti- 

quitr 

*  Vol.  iii.  p.  2o5.  f  Vol,  i.  p.  i4a.         t  Dc  Praefcript  c.  4S. 

§  Vol.  i.  p.  14'^. 
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quity  to  greater  perfeSion  than  any  of  his  predeceflbrs, 

cafts  off  the  Cerinthians,  indeed,  as  heretics*    But  the  So- 

cinians  of  the  laft  century  were  fo  fully  convinced  of  the 

affinity  between  them  and  EbioniteSy  that  they  had  no 

fcFuple  to  acknowledge  the  former  as  genuine  believers. 

While  they  confidered  the  £bionites  as  fucceeding  the  Ce- 

rinthiansy  they  confeffed  themielves  to  be  the  fuccelTors  of 

both  •.    A  Socinian  of  the  laft  century,  who  wrote  a  Prc- 

fiftce  to  SchUchting's  Expqfition  of  fix  pajfages  of  Scripture 

concerning  the  Trinity^  in  tracing  the  pedigree  of  the  fefi, 

honeftly  carried  it  up  to  the  Gnoftic  Carpocrates,  whom  he 

conjoins  with  Ebion  f . 

Irenaeus  feems  to  have  had  the  fame  idea.    For  be  un* 

doubtedly  dajfes  the  Ebionites,  not  only  with  ^ Jewifh,  but 

with  Gentile  Gnoftics  %.     How  much  foever  heretics  differ* 

ed,  it  was  his  opinion  that  they  all,  Ebionites  as  well  as 

Gnoftics,    originated   from  the  errors  of   Simon  Magus. 

Therefore,  he   prefaces  ^e   account   of  his   abominations 

with  thefe  words ;  ^*  As  therefore  the  dete&ion  and  con- 

^'  vi£)ion  of  all  herefies  is  various  and  manifold,  and  it  is 

**  propo£ed  by   us  to  oppofe  them  all,    according  to  the 

**  xharader  of  each ;  we  have  judged  it  neceffary  firft  to 

**  give  an  accoimt  of  their  foimtain  and  root,  that  know- 

**  ing  their  greateft  depth,  you  may  underftand  the  nature 

^'  of  the  tree   wbich  has  been  produdive  of  fuch  fruits. 

**  For  Simon  of  Samaria,''  i^c  11. 

It 

♦  Jodgraent  of  the  Fathers  tonching  the  Triaity,  «gaiiift  Dr  Bull's  De* 
fence;  Fathers  Vindicated,  p.  78. 

f  Hoombeck  Socin.  Confutat.    Vol.  i.     Appartt.  p.  7. 
i  Lib-  !•  c.  26.   V.  c.  z. 

f 

I  Cum  fit  igitur  adve rfus  omnes  baereticos  dete^io  atqoe  convitflio  Ta^* 
lia  et  Diultifaria,  et  oobis  piopuli(um ,  eft  onuiibus  iis,  (ecundnm  ipiorum, 

charatflerem^ 


It  18  nd  ioboniidevaiile  proof  of  tbat  itifiBMtfff  ulw.  liuu 
fi^o&d  hj  the  nicients  to  fiibfift  between  dwfii*  iMvefa^ 
that  wbik  IroueiB  oJb  Ae  heretiG,  wfaoot  Ae.Apilk 
John  met  widi  in  tbe  belbi  GeiintlEait  EpiphniM  iqrs  k 
was  Elnon*  TV>  this  we  may  «dd»  tint,  wlmm  fime  Skj 
that  Jolm  wrote  his  Goipel  is  oppofition  to  die  cncm  if 
Cerinthns,  Jerom  affinns  that  he  mewt  to  o|^pafe  llMfeifi 
Ehion*; 

It  18  maoiiaUe,  that  the  EUoniies  and  Jewiflk  Gnotfei 

.  did  tkot  difl^more  fixnii eadi  other,  duin  the  Uadtmins oC 

the  laft,  and  of  .the  preficnt  oo^txutym  The  difleveboe  bel^itesB 

them  was  not  &  grtat,  as  that  between  fiime  Gneflks  ail 

others,  to  whom  the  lame  general  name  was  given. 

z.  The  primidvft  Chriftians  bdidred  that  die  world  jm 
madtshy  the  Sam  of  Gad.    Tbzj  ieem  to  have  coafidMl 
the.Ebionites  as  on  a  foot  with  Gnoftics,  becanfe  of  disir 
ojipofitjon  to  this  doflxine.    This  appeals  from  a  paffii|[Q  ii 
the  poetical  work  againft  Miiitioq,  idbribed  to  TertdfisBi 
Even-  foppofing  that  it  was  not  written  bj  him,  it  ilhifiiitcf 
the  opinion  of  the  ancients  as  to  this  point.     ^*  Ebion,**  the 
writer  fajs,  ^^  taught  that  Cbrift  was  bom  of  the  feed  of 
**  man,  and  that  men  ought  to  be  circumcifed,  and  ob- 
**  fetve  the  law  ;•  refuming  the  legal  elements,  the  fpiritml 
*'  intention  being  loft.     But  I  am  unwilling  particiilarlj 
"  to  defcribe  every  kind  of  wickedneis,  or  to  ezprels  all 
*^  the  fources  or  names.     My  defign  is,  by  a  few  fufficientlj 
*^  horrid,  to  give  an  idea  of  many,  and  of  thofe  men  whofe 
*'  wickednels  furpafles  defcription,  and  who  are  the  fell  in* 

^  ftrumcau 

charadlerem,  contradicere,  neceflarmm  arbitrati  fumos  print  rderre  foo- 
tem  et  'radiftm  eorum,  uti  fublimilliaium  ipfonim  Bytbam  cognofceoi^ 
intelligas  arboreni,  de  qua  defluxcrant  Ules  fruAuf:  Sioion  eoim  S*' 
marites,  &c.    Lib.  i.  c.  19,  20. 

*  De  Scriptor.  EccleC  in  JoaiK 
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'*  ftruments  of  the  Dragon,  who  now  fecrctly  utters  fo 
"  much  villany,  by  them  who  are  ftill  labouring  to  cw 
"  fure  the  Maker  of  the  world  ♦•"  The  writer  particulariy 
mentions  Ebion,  though  he  paffes  over  many  others.  Nay, 
though  the  work  be  levelled  againft  Marcion,  and  other 
GnofticSy  Ebion  is  clajfed  with  them.  He  is  evidently  con- 
Sdered  as  one  of  the  accufers  of  the  Maker  of  the  Worlds 
becaufe  he  denied  the  Son  by  whom  it  was  made*  We 
can  ailign  no  other  reafon  for  this  claiSfication. 

2.  The  early  Gnoftics  and  Ebionites  equally  denied  the 
miraculous  conception.  Carpocrates  and  Gerinthus  are  char- 
ged with  this  error  f.  They  agreed  in  afferting  that  Jefus 
was  a  mere  man,  only  "  fuperior  to  all  others  in  righteouf- 
"  nefe,  prudence  and  wifdom  %"  This  circumftance  is 
fully  proved,  indeed,  by  the  Doftor  himfelf.  "  It  ap- 
"  pears,*'  he  fays,  "  that  the  earlieft  and  moft  dilHn- 
"  guifhed  of  the  Gnoflics  agreed  with  the  ancient  Unita- 
"  rians,  in  difbelieving  the  miraculous  conception  §."  This 
fliews  that  they  had  none  of  that  antipathy  at  matter,  which 
diflinguifhed  the  later  Gnoftics. 

Dr  P.  endeavours  to  account  for  a  circumftance  fo  extra-- 
ordinary  as  that  of  the  agreement  of  Gnoflics  and  Unita- 
rians in  this  refped,  in  the  following  manner:  "  Now, 

"  what 

*  Hebioni  Chriftum  fualit  de  femine  natum, 
£t  circumcidi  docuit,  legique  vacare, 
Fontibus  amiifis  elementa  refumere  legis. 
Extremum  facioos  verbis  extendere  nolo, 
Aut  omnes  caufas,  aut  nomina  dicere  cundla. 
£(1:  per  pauca  fatis  crudelia  multa  notare, 
lofai-.dofque  homines  atque  organa  faeva  draconb. 
Per  quos  nunc  tantum  fceleris  fine  tefte  locati. 
Semper  fadorem  mundi  culpare  laborant. 

.  Adverf.  Marcion,  1. 1. 
f  Iren.  I,  i.  c.  24,  25.  |  Ibid.  §  Vol.  iv.  p.  95t 
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^  Mbot  cdkddliniig  perfimslb  oppofite  to  eldi  otet^  m 
^  tbe  Oiyariaof  and  GnofficB  are  alvfoys  nfiyifimfmi  ti 
^  Imve  beeo^  tc>  agree  m  Ais  one  thingy  bat  'fiMh  fctftngfal 
^  evidence  as  il^ras  indepeadent  of  any  particnlarfjfflm  of 
'^  Clmfliaa  fida*?"  evidence,  he  means,  of  tUf>  fidfit^  rf, 
"^  die  nanative,  in  Ae  gofpeb  of  Mattbew  and  lake^  ooa* 
periling  -die  concepdon.  This  is  Dr  P.'a  thenj :  and  Is 
iii^eSs  It,  ftr  prelerviiig  diat  difibfence  between  GMiks 
and  Unitarianjty  whidb  all  along  he  is  evidentlj  a&aid  llit 
Ids  reader  ^Qbonld  not  think  wide  enoo^.  Bot  IzcnssM  bsd 
never,  heard  of  their  making  fiich  a  ptetlnoe*  Hepvess 
verjr  diiBbreot  realm  tat  thdr  denial  of  the  naSraeulons  eoa- 
cepdom  wlicn defpribing theerrpfs of  G^rinthns*  *  He ftji^ 
that  *'  it  iecmed  to  him  imfojUb,  that  Jefiis  flioald  be  hoft 
^  of  a  Virgin  •/*  Accordmg  to  Dr  P.,  this  was  tfie  v«j 
dbjefiion  of  tbp  ancient  Jews  f.  Now,  as  he  ever^  idbM 
x^preients  die  Ehionjtes  as  retsinii^  tfieir  Jewifli  psejndioai  ; 
it  is  hii^yprobaUe  that  diey  retained  tJusdbgefti^  -Rh 
^eatly  to  be  feared,  thpt  fbmething  of  the  fitme  kind  Sn 
at  the  root  of  the  difbelief  of  this  dodrine  hj  their  incoeflbn^ 
or  of  th^ir  fjcepdciim  with  refped  to  it. 

3.  £oth  Gnoflics  and  Unitarian  held  the  dodrine  of  aas- 
nationu  Ti)is  dodriney  in  a  peculiar  form,  is  afcribed  to 
the  Ebionites  bj  Epiphanius.  *'  Some  of  the  Ebionites," 
he  &JS9  *'  held  that  Adam,  who  was  firft  formed,  and  is- 
*^  to  whom  God  breathed  the  breath  of  life,  was  Cfarift. 
^  But  others  of  them  faj  that  he  was  .'from  above,  dnt 
''  he  was  a  fpirit  created  before  an j  others,  before  the  an- 
*'  gels,  that  he  was  Lord  of  all,  was  called  Chrift,  asd 
**  made  the  fovereign  of  that  age;  that  he  came  from  thence 
*  **  wheneKf 

*  Vol.  iv.  p.  ^6, 

f  Impoflibik  eiiim  hoc  ei  vifuiii  efl.    Lib.  i.  c.  25. 
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*^  whenever  he  pleaHed,  as  into  Adam,  and  that  he  appear- 
*^  ed  in  the  form  of  a  man  to  the  patriarchs,  to  Ahraham, 
<'  liaac  and  Jacob,  and  that  it  was  the  £une  who  in  the  lat- 
**  ter  dajSy  being  clothed  with  the  body  of  Adam,  appear- 
^'  ed  as  a  man,  was  crucified,  rofe  from  the  dead;  and  af- 
"  cended  into  heaven  *."  Dr  P.  obferves,  that  Epipha- 
nius  *^  in  another  paflage  afcribes  thefe  do&rines  not  to  £- 
^*  bion  bimfelf,  but  to  his  followers.  ^  Ebion  himfelf/ 
he  lays,  held  ^  that  Chrift  was  a  mere  man,  bom  as  other 

*  men  are ',  but  they  who  from  hini  are  called  Ebicniites, 

*  fay  that  God  had  a  fuperior  power  called  his  Son,  that  he 
^  aiTumed  the  form  of  Adani,  and  put  it  off  again  f . 

Dr  P.  accufes  Epiphanius  as  in  this  inilance  miireprefent* 
ing  the  Ebionites,  and  imagines  that  he  confoimded  their 
do^rines  with  thofe  of  the  Cerinthians.  But  he  cannot 
fafely  fay  that  this  account  is  contrary  to  "  the  teftimony 
"  of  ^  other  ancient  writers."  For  it  appears  from  that  of 
TertuUiaii,  that  Ebion,  in  fome  ilrange  manner,  confidered 
Chrift  both  as  a  mere  man,  and  as  an  angel.  Speaking  of 
thofe  who  aiTerted  that  Chrift  fuftained  the  nature  of  angels,, 
he  fays ;  "  This  opinion  might  be  agreeable  to  Ebion,  who 
"  held  that  Chrift  was  a  mere  man,  and  only  bom  of  the 
"  feed  of  David,  and  fo  not  the  Son  of  God,  evidently  in 
"  fomething  more  glorious  than  any  of  the  prophets,  fo 
"  that  in  fome  refpefls  he  might  be  faid  to  have  been  an 
"  angel ;  as  it  is  iaid  in  a  certain  place  of  the  prophecy  of 
**  Zecharias,  (only  it  is  never  faid  by  Chrift)  And  the  an- 
gel who /pake  in  me  faid  to  me  %"  ^ 

*  Haer.  30.  fe<a,  3.  p.  1 27.  Earl.  Op.  Vol.  iii.  p.  ao6. 
t  Haer.  30.  fc(fl.  34.  p.  162,  Earl.  Opio.  Vol.  iii.  p.  208, 
X  Sed  angelum,  aiunt,  geftavit  Chriftus.— Potcrit  haec  opinio  Hebioni 
conTenire,  qui  nadum  homincDi,  et  tantum  ex  feminc  David  natum,  non 
item  ct  Dei  Filiam,  conftituit  Jefum,  plane  pnphetis  aliqao  gloriofiorem, 
m  ita  in  nonnullis  angelum  fuiflc  dicatur,  qUemadmodum  in  aliquo  Zach- 
aria,  nifi  quod  a  Chrifto  nunquam  eft  di«flum,  Et  ait  mihi  angeJus  qui  in 
me  loquebatur  De  Carne  Chrifti,  c.  14.  Inftead  of  in  nonullU,  anQ'* 
tftcr  94ition  rea4s  in  i\h  apfelurfutjjp,  &q. 
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Our  author,  in  his  account  of  the  Oriental  Pbilofophj, 
from  which  the  Gnoflic  dodrine  originated,  efpecially  de« 
pends'on  the  authority  of  the  Clementine  Homilies.  This  work, 
he  fays,  "  was  unqueftionably  written  by  an  Unitarian*." 
He  thinks  that  **  the  Ebionites  might  be  pleafed  with  it," 
although  he  does  ngt  reckon  it  ^'  probable  that  they  would 
^  read  it  in  the  public  offices  of  their  churches,  or  confider 
•*  it  in  the  fame  light  with  one  of  the  bodks  of  Scripture  \" 
As  he  admits  that  this  work  was  of  fuch  confiderable  an- 
chority  among  primitive  Unitarians,  and  has  given  fo  manj 
cxtraQs  from  it,  how  can  he  charge  Epiphanius  with  mif- 
reprefenting  the  Ebionites,  when  the  author  of  the  Ckimnr 
tines,  exliibits  their  do^bine  materially  in  the  fame  point  of 
view  ?  For  the  doftrine,  which  he  afcribes  to  Peter,  muft 
b^  confidered  as  his  own.    He  introduces  that  Apoftle  as  thus 
defcribing  Adam :  "  But  attend  to  me  concerning  the  firft  word 
•*  of  truth  (or  rather,  thejirjl  true  lagos).     For  if  anyone 
"  will  not  grant  to  that  man,  who  was  formed  by  the  hand 
"  of  God,  that  he  hath  the  holy  Spirit  of  Chrift  *,  how  is 
he  not  chargeable  with  greater  impiety  in  granting  this 
to  one  horn  of  an  impure  flochy  (mofl  probably  meaning 
the  Son  of  God  ?)     But  he  will  ad  like  a  man  tnilv  pi- 
•*  ous,  if  he  will  not  afcribe  this  Spirit  to  another,  but  to 
**  him  only  who,  from  the  beginning  of  the  world,  changing 
*'  the  forms  at  the  fame  time  with  the  names,  runs  throu^li 
**  that  age,  till  reaching  his  own  times,  on   account  of  lu> 
labours,  anointed  by  the  mercy  of  God,  he  attains  to  eter- 
nal relh     This  perfon  is  iuvelled  with  the  honour  of  a:i- 
in^  as  Lord  over  all  thinrr^s  in  -the  air,  earth  and  water: 
"  For  this  end,  he  received  the  breath  of  him  who  mad- 
"  in;»n,  the   ineflable   garment  of  the  foul,  that  it  might  b-' 
"  pofllble  fur  him  to  be  immortal.     This  very  perfon,  ha- 

<•  virg 
•  Vol.  i.  i>.  113.  i  Vol.  iii.  p.  216. 
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"  ving  esafied^j  /i^  only  true  prophet ^  impofed  the  moft  pro- 
*'  per  names  upon  every  living  thing,  even  as  its  creator.  For 
*^  whatever  he  called  it,  this  Was  its  name  from  the  creator 
"  himfelf*." 

Even  Dr  P.,  Ih  another  place,  inftead  of  contradifting- 
£piphaniasy  poWerfullj  confirms  his  teftinionj^  with  re- 
fped  to  thofe  Ebionites,  who  faid  that  Chrifl  was  '*  from 
**  above ; — ^that  iie  came  from  thence  whenever  he  pleafed ; 
— that  he  appeared  in  the  form  of  a  man  to  Abraham,  Ifaac 
and  Jacob; — ^that  he  alTumed  the  form  of  Adam,  and  put  it 
offlagain."  For  he  quotes  Juftin  as  faying  ;  "  There  are 
*'  fome,  I  know,  who  fay  that  the  divine  power  which  ap- 
peared to  Mofes,  and  Abraham,  and  Jacob,  was  called 
an  angel  I  that  the  Father,  when  he  pleafes,  makes  this 
'*  power  to  go  out  of  him,  and  When  .he  pleafes,  takes  it 
*  into  him  again  f ." 

Does  he  charge  Juftin  with  mifreprefenting  the  Unita- 
rians, or  with  alleging  fomething  moji  extraordinary  and 

highly 

^  IlAvir  tTi  TAv  fl-^ATToy  Ti)$  «Ai}^af  nt^u,  fioi  X&ytv*  c«»  tat  V7r9 
X^^Mv  Gitf  Kue^o^'ndirn  etf^^uvu^  ro  ayiev  X^iftt  i*jn  ^m  r%q  i^etf  ^rso- 
|«a,  o-tf^  trt^tt  Tin  4  f^v&tt^uq  ^piycv^  yty%tmL%^v  ^»^(  ^X^^f  ^  ''* 
IA.Vj^a  eto^et  Jf  t«  Ci  fAtyi^a.  fvciCn,  Mv  trt^v  fAiv  ii.%  3«i|  c;^!^,  ixf  1- 
»•»  h  iA9f0f  t^ttf  Xtyoi  9f  ttvu^x^  enwf  eifJM  ^oti  ovofUtTiv  fi«^^«^ 
ti^Xaavaff,  to»  «•«»«  t^sx^>  /'*%*^  ^"^^  '^**"'  XC*"*"  '"^X^^f  ^*  ^^ 
tttfjutmq  Osy  CAfev  X^if^us^  Uf  test  i(tt  mv  atttTtcva-iu  Hrti  «^^X^^ 
TS  xat  xv^nvup  fFotviof  ruf  i r  tet^t  keu  711,  v^xa-tf  Ttr»fi9r«i.  ^^of  mrotg 
ii  tfVTtf  «fx«i9Xoro$  Toy  u*6^ti7r»f  rqy  vftnt  *^X^^f  ^v^m  ^^nrof  frt^$ 
CoA9»,  •irwf  a^«r«To$  civa/  ^yifdu* 

OifTo;  avTOf  fA690f  uXfjiiK  tivot^^ci^  9r^of DTi}(,  ina^m  f***  xifx' 
«{i«f  m;  ^v(rw^,  xM&Ui  6  7rivotr,%uti  tfvTor,  9txii»^  n&ttxtf  r«  o>o* 
fiartc»  et  r»  7«^  svA^tofAAcriv,  t»to  ijy  x«i  s»  t»  «'Cto«4I(oto(  eyo^ 
T«  ytyttnf4,t»0*     Hom.  iii.  fedt.  xx»  xxi,  p.  638, 

■ 

t  Vol.  iii.  p.  377. 

Vol.  II.  Q^ 


i(Sf£^MQrj^JaU/  Ondiec^i^  lie  gmnt*  Aib  tQ(|^  dT 
}iis  t^ftinumy ;  9]l4^<^  tins  ftfhfiftiatl  OmtfiiamjfiiBp  ^  or 
'<  so  ezpUmuioii  of  the  4odriiie'coficeniin|[C!lijdft  o«  AiP 
**  principles  of  the  philofofdiy  <^  thofe  time*  «•**  It  ft 
ndeedy  to  fivoof  moch  of  t^^  pliilolbplij.    b 

its  prjficipal  charafter^  the  DoAor  hin^Gslf  b^Pg  j**^ 
For  he  iajs;  **  The  gnta  boqfi  of  die  GnoAics  ifsi  didr 
^  profbond  wi  intricate;  dpQrine  ooocemiiig  tbe  denaration 
^  o(vmoiiftiinlePigr»ic^from^^ 

/^  thoogfat  to  be  done  by  matfoiiimp  or  ^fkmj^J*  SkcaBi 
the  onq  mmu^atit  tm  ^ffl»»p  aiidtbe  odier  imis^Emi.  WIwbi 
lies  the  great  4iflSsrenoe  ?  Nay,  ^leaking  of  Unitaiianii  1m 
juduipwleg^  that  thejr.  ^  adopted  the  opnicn  of  die  tsait 
^  (on  <^  a  divine  logos,  or  Mim  X^ 

This  npitanan  fy&em,  u  merely  a  |D|od|fi<;ariBi,ef  die 
Gnoftio  PUroma,  The  divine  natore  was  the  PtfnomB  d 
lib^  pMo/i^iieal  believers:  and  it-ieema  to  be  fkwri 
nearly  m  die  lame  light  by  Dr  P*  Vox  we  have  bamtdf 
Ibund  him  fiiyiog,  that  ^  it  is  even  donbtfid  whedier,  ia 
**  feme  cafesi  what  are  called  angels,  and  had  the  form  of 
^*  men,  who  even  walked  and  fpake,  ^r.  like  men,  were 

any  thing  more  than  temporary  appearances,    and  no 

permanent  beings ;  the  mere  organs  of  tbe  deity,  uied  fix 
'*  the  purpofe  of  making  hirafelf  known  and  onderSood 
<<  by  his  creatures  {.*'  If  angels  be  temporary  beings  ooljf 
the  organs  of  tbe  deity ;  they  muft  certainly  be  drawn  back 
again  into  the  divine  nature  as  their  PUroma, 

The  Dodor  fays  that  this  pbilofopbical  dodrine  ^  is  sf> 
^  cribed  to  almoft  all  the  eminent  men  amcmg  the  Unitir 
*'  nans,  as  late  as  Marcellns  H/'  who,  according  to  his  Chro- 

nologjy 

*  Vol,  iii.  p.  376,  t  Vol.  L  p.  154. 

X  Vol.  li.  p.  18.  {  Vol.  i.  p.  5. 

I  Vol.  Hi.  p.  381. 
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nology^  died  A.  37a,  •  Thus,  it  would  appear  tbat  th^ 
learned  Uaitariaosy  in  ancient  tipeSi  were  more  candi^ 
than  tbeir  philfyfopbical  fucceflbrs.  For  they  plainly  iaw^ 
that  they  could  not  pretend  to  believe  the  Scriptures,  with- 
oat  askaow]fedging  £bme  kind  of  pre-exiftence  on  the  part 
of  our  Saviour. 

Why,  then,  fliould  Dr  P.  quarrel  with  Epiphanius ;  or 
fiiy  that  ^*  this  reprefentation  is  wholly  Epiphanius's  own  V* 
To  me  it  feems  to  difibr  very  little  from  that  given  by  the 
Hiftorian  of  die  Corruptions  of  Ghriilianity.  The  greatel^ 
error  I  can  perceive  in  the  poor  old  Bifhop  of  Confiantia, 
109  that  he  does  not  give  thefe  fuperior  fort  of  Unitarians 
their  proper  titles.  The  good  msm  had  not  known  that 
Aey  were  pbikfopbers. 

Dr  P/s  conjefture,  that  this  philo&phical  Unitarianifm 
<*  probably  gave  occafion  to  what  is  commonly  called  the 
^  PatrtpajUIUm  db&rine,"  is  very  na^uraL  He  adds,  indeed,— •- 
**  if  fuch  a  dpffarine  was  ever  really  maintained  *."  He  is 
alhamed  that  any,  accounted  Unitarians,  flxould  have  vent^ 
cd  fuch  a  dofbdne.  But  he  cannot  difprove  its  ezifience. 
It  ieems  to  have  originated  from  the  principles  or  preteit- 
fions  of  Simon,  who  is  generally  viewed  as  the  Father  of 
all  the  GnofUcs.  For  Irenceus  informs  us,  that  ^  h^ 
**  taught  diat  it  was  he  who  appeared  as  the  Son  among  the 
^  Jews,  but  that  he  had  de&ended  in  Samaria  as  the  Fa^ 
**  ther,  and  that  he  had  come  to  the  reft  of  the  nations  as 
«  the  Holy  Spirit  +."  Inftead  of  fuppofing  that  the  doftrine 
of  the  Trinity  derived  its  origin  from  the  Gnoftics,  even  thcC? 
impious  preten£(Mis  of  Simon  {hew  that  it  is  a  far  more  na^* 

0^2  tarpl 

♦  Vol.  iii.  p.  37^. 

t  Hie  igitor  a  moltis  qdafi  Dens  glorificatns  eft,  «t  docoie,  iemietipfiiai 
cfle  qui  inter  Judaeos  qaidem  quafi  Filius  adpanierit,  in  Samaria  autem  ' 
quafi  Pater  defcenderit,  et  in  reliquis  vero  goritibot  quafi  Spiritas  Saaaut 
advenuverit.    Adv.  Haer.  1.  i.  c.  l9; 


1^.  Gnofitayht  t<.ok  V. 

tonl  idea  that  tftelr  dodrine  was  a  compttoii  of  ihu  of  the 

I  TtUlitj.  For  we  can  eafily  conceive  ihnt  ihts  msD,  ha- 
yiag  oncf  made   a  ptofeflion  of  CbriUJanity,  Ihoald  poH- 

'  dcd^^  retain  fome  of  its  doSriDes,  explaining  iheoi  as  bcft 
feStad  his  intereft.  But  it  furpaCTes  belief,  thai  tme  Chri- 
fttUH,  who  all  detefted  the  character  and  tenets  of  this  im- 

'  paftor,  fliould  literally  embrace  his  do^ine  even  as  to  the 
dMoe  Being.  It  is  natural  to  fuppofe  thai  he  would  fpeik 
it  At  three  Perfons  as  ones  becaufe  his  plan  evidently  wai 
tVeagro&  the  whole  honour  of  deity  to  himfelf. 

'4.  The  EInonites  held  materially  the  fame  do^rtne  with 
Ccinthians  concerning  the  Chrifi.  Dr  P.,  indeed,  attempt! 
tofliew  that  the  dodrine  of  orthodox  ChHAians  was  fimilir 
to  tbfit  of  the  Gnollics  on  this  bead.  "  It  may  be  proper," 
hltitj%,  "  to  obferve — that  ihofe  of  the  Gnollica  who  be- 

'  ••'Hevcd  that  Chrift  wtis  the  fon  of  Jofcph  as  well  as  of 
■••■■■Blfery,  mufl  have  thought  thai,  antecedent  to  his  bap- 
'" 'tiftn,  he  had  a  human  foul,  as  well  as  a  human  body. 
■''^Tiieiropimdif,  thetefore,  cotKcintBg  him  tAerhkbi^ 
"  tifin,  muft  have  been  fimilar  to  that  of  the  orthoda 
**  ChfilKanB,  who  believed  the  i^ta  oftht  Fathtr  to  be  «- 
**  tatted  to  iiemaa  Jefas  ■."  Here  I  an  aflmilhed  U  tte 
boldne&  of  the  kamed  trtiter.  The  orthodox  Chriftkat 
believed  the.  kgot  and  the  mm  Jtfut  to  be  sac  peHbo,  not 
merely  after  his  baptifm,  but  from  the  very  wsmb.  fi« 
Ebianitei  and  other  Unitarians  held  a  mere  tatactmrnd  «f 
the  1<^08  to  the  per/o»  of  the  mamj  denying  a  perfcnd  » 
nion ;  and  this  attachment  tbey  confidered  as  cooleqneiiiiil 
to  hia  baptiOn.  On  whole  fide,  then,  doea  ttic  Jimikai^ 
lie  }  The  Gnoflics  denied  a  real  incarnation,  aflerting  a  men 
uhabiution'  of  the  Chrifi  in  the  man  Jefus ;  as  Dt  P. 
himielf  (efliiie*  f.     lliey  believed  tfaeir  CbiifV  indeed,  to 

'    •  VoL  i.  p.  tta.  ■  ■  f  Hift.  Cor.  tdL  L  p.  ii. 
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be  a  pre-eziftent  fpirit ;  whereas  modem  Ebionites  acknow* 
ledge  the  Logos  as  an  attribute  only.  But  they  flill  retain 
the  Gnoftic  idea  of  inhabitation,  as  O'  'pofed  to  real  incar- 
aation.  For  they  explain  that  language,  The  Word  was 
tnadeJU/by  ot  the  Logos  dwelling  in  the  man  Jefus. 

The  difSn'ence  between  Gnollics  and  Ebionites,  concern* 
ing  the  Chrifl,  has  been  fuppofed  to  be  wider  than  it  really 
was.  This  has  been  owin^  to  the  Grnoftics  not  extending 
the  name  Cbrift  to  the  man  Jefiis.  But  as  they  held  that 
the  Ghrift  defcended  on  Jefus  at  his  baptifm,  the  defcent  of 
the  Logos  has  been  fixed  to  the  fame  period  by  both  an* 
cient  and  modern  Unitarians.  Both  GnofUcs  and  £bion« 
ites  ofed  the  fame  language  on  this  head* 

The  Cerinthians  maintained  that  it  was  in  conlequence 
of  the  defcent  of  the  Cbrijl  upon  Jefus,  at  hb  baptiim,  in 
the  form  of  a  dove,  that  he  **  declared  the  unknown  Fa- 
**  ther,  and  became  perfed  in  virtue  *."  The  Ebionites^ 
that  *'  Jefus  was  called  the  Son  of  God,  from  the  Chrift 
*<  coming  upon  him  from  above  in  the  li^Lcnefs  of  a 
«  dove  t" 

We  cannot  fuppofe  that  Epiphanius  was  miftaken,  or 
wilfully  mifreprefented  their  dodrine,  in  faying  that  they 
believed  the  defcent  of  the  Cbrijl  \  without  fuppofing  that 
the  author  of  the  Clementines  was  equally  ignorant  of  their 
faith,  or  equally  inclined  to  mifireprefent  it,  though  ^*  un- 
*^  queftionably  an  Unitarian."  But  let  it  be  fuppofed  that^ 
in  this  inflance,  we  cannot  depend  on  either  of  thefe  wit» 
neiTes,  and  that  the  ancient  Unitarians  fpake  only  of  the 
defcent  of  the  Logos  \  in  what  did  they  differ  from  the 
Gnollics  ?  The  latter  ufed  one  term,  and  they  another,  for 
ezpreffing  the  fame  idea.  For  however  little  regard  fhould 
be  had  to  Epiphanius,  or  to  the  author  of  the  Clementines^  our 

(^j  author 

*  Xren.  lib,  i.  c.  25.  f  Epipluui.  hacr*  ^  ic^.  li* 


iiithor  will  fioi  refufe  his  own  telHrnoiiy.  And  fpealdng 
of  the  Gnoftics  he  fa  js  that  they  fuppofed  the  Log9S  **  to 
**  be  the  Chrifi  */* 

The  Cerinthians  aflerted  that  the  Cirtyif  having  a  (^^ 
ritual  exiftenoe,  was  impaffible.  The  Ebionites  denied  dnt 
there  was  fuch  an  union  of  the  Logos  to  the  man,  that  the 
logos  could  fufier  petfonallj :  and  thb  has  AiU  been  the 
do6bine  of  all  Unitarians. 

Let  us  fuppofe  that  ancient  Unitarians  extended  tbenaiM 
Cbrt/l  to  the  man  Jefus,  becaufe  of  the  union  of  the  £€g9S 
to  him.  Yet  they  did  not  believe  that  Jefus  was  ii^Cbi/l 
till  after  his  baptifm. 

Indeed,  the  do£farine  afcribed  by  Dr  P.  himfelf  to  fUb^ 
fopbical  Unitarians^  fcarcely  differs  from  that  of  Cerintfc«i 
but  in  the  ufe  of  the  name  CbriJI.  They  fuppofed,  at  \m 
been  feen,  that  God  *'  emitted  a  kind  of  efflux^  or  ikim 
^'  ray^  to  which  they  fomitimes  gave  the  name  of  L^gm* 
^*  (This  language  feems  to  imply  that  they  at  other  tinei 
•*  called  it  by  another  name.) — Such  a  divine  efflux  w«$ 
**  imagined  to  have  been  the  caufe  of  the  appearances  of 
"  God  in  the  Old  Teftament,  and  likcwife  to  have  been 
*'  imparted  to  Jefus  Chrift  ;  who,  ncverthelefe,  was  a 
"  mere  man.  For  before  his  baptifm,  they  fuppofed 
f'  that  he  had  not  this  divine  ray,  and  that  it  would 
^'  leave  him,  when  it  had  enabled  him  to  ad  the  part 
"  afligned  to  him  +.*'  How  nearly  allied  is  this  to  the 
Gnoftic  doftrine  of  the  Chrifi  leaving  Jefus  at  the  time  of 
his  fulTcrings!  There  feems,  however,  to  have  been  ooc 
great  defe«5l  in  the  fcheme  of  effiux^  as  adopted  by  Gno- 
flics,  which  mud  for  ever  be  a  fufficient  bar  to  their  being 
properly  ranhad  among  Unitarians,  There  is  no  eTideocc 
that  they  thought  of  a  reflux.  They  were  fo  little 
ed  with  pbilofophy,  as  to  be  tota}.  ftrangers  tp  Cbe 
idea  of  occafional  pirfonality* 

»Ui(l  Cor.  Vol.  i.  p.  II.       t  ** 
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5.  It  is  wdl  known  that  the  Grnoilics  in  general  held  two 
principksf  one  the  origin  of  good^  and  the  other  of  evit 
£piphanii!^  charges  the  Ebionices  with  fomething  very  like 
this.  "  They  affert,"  he  lays,  "  that  there  were  two  be;- 
ings  ordained  by  God,  vi%*  Chrift  and  the  devil ;  diat  Chrift 
received  the  inheritance  of  the  future  age,  and  the  devil  of 
the  prefent ;  and  that  the  Supreme  Being  made  this  ap- 
pointment at  the  requeft  of  them  both  *•"  The  allegatioil 
will  not  appear  bigbfy  improbabk^  as  Dr  P.  aflerts,  when 
we  confider  that  it  is  allowed  by  him  that  a  great  part  of 
the  Unitarians  admitted  the  pre-eidftence  of  the  Logos^  in  % 
certain  fenfe.  They  evidently  afcribed  to  him,  both  before 
and  after  the  birth  of  Jefus,  the  work  of  the  good  principle. 
Now,  as  it  is  acknowledged  that  they  borrowed  their  idea 
of  tmijjvm  or  efflux  from  the  Oriental  philofophy ;  as  it  is 
undeniable  that,  in  this  refped  they  fymbolized  with  Gno- 
fiics ;  it  is  only  carrying  the  matter  a  little  farther  to  fup« 
po£e  that  they  alfo  admitted  of  their  evil  principle.  This^ 
indeed,  leems  to  have  been  neceflary  to  complete  their  fy- 
ftem*  Accordingly  Epiphanitis  immediately  adds ;  ^  On 
**  this  account,*'  that  is,  becaufe  the  power  of  the  evil  prili* 
ciple  was  to  be  reduced,  "  they  fay  that  Jefus  was  bom  of  the 
*<  feed  of  man,  and  became  the  Sen  of  God  by  adoption, 
«  by  Chrift  coming  into  him  from  above,  in  the  form  of  a 

«  dove  t*" 

But  as  this  allegation  is  not  improbable^  as  little  is  it  tnofi 
extraordinary.  For  the  author  of  the  Recognitions  (fuppofed 

0.4  to 

*  Avo  Jli  T<i>«?,  ovn^ucif  IX  &iH  rSitty^i^Hi ^  tpa  /»i»  Toy  X^irtVy 
fy»  3f  Toy  AtaCoXoy*  nxh  roy  f*f»  X^irev  Xtytfff-i  TV  ^f AXoyrof  ttivnf 
4iA«^iy«i  Toy  xAn^oy,  Toy  ^s  Ai»^oA«y  Ttfroy  Vi7r<$-fv0««  Toy  mtita, 
tic   v^ofMyn;    Mt*  T«  7rarr$it^»ro^oi   x«t«  luTnTiy  txurt^w  avrttu 

Haer.  jo.  feA.  i6. 
\  Haer.  30.  iedt.  16.  p«  140. 
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to  be  only  another  edition  of    the  Homilies)  afTens  that 

»'  God  cflabliihed  two  kingdoms ;  the  one,  of  the  prereni, 

**.  the  other,  of  the  future  time  ;  and  fixed  the  duration  of 

"both*."      In   the   Homilies,   Peter  fpeaking  of    Adam, 

fiiys ;  "  On  this  account  (the  removal  of  the  key  of  kpow- 

"  ledge  under  the  law)  rifing  from  hb  feat,  as  a  father  for 

"  his  fons,  preaching  the  things  which  had  been  fecretly 

"  delivered  to  the  holy  from  the  beginping,  extt-ndiog  met- 

"  cy  even  to  the  Gentiles,  and  having  pity  on  all  fouls,  he 

did  not  regard  his  own  blood.     For  be  is  accounted  wor- 

to  ng  of  the  future  age  I."     Of  the  "Davil  he 

(Jc       R,  as  tlie  king  of  the  prefetit  itatc,  to  him 

jf  the  future,  he  faid,  yJU  the  kingdoms  i^ 

*f  Ibe  It  world  ars  JubjeS  to  me  ;— wherefore  fall  doVM 

1      \a       '-fbip  me,  and  1  wiilgive  litem  all  to  thee  %."     And 

"  The  prophet  of   truth,   making  .  his   appearance, 

th  taught  us,  that  the  Creator  and  God  of  all  bath  dif- 

ted  to  two  individuals  two  kingdoms,  one  to  him 

"  Who  is  good,  another  to  the  evil  one  ;  giving  to  the  e*il 

one  the  kingdom  of  the  prefent  world,  with  the  law  ;  lb 

that  be  has  the  power  of  puniftiing  the  unjuft.     But  » 

the  good,  he  hatb  given  that  eternal  agt  which  is  61- 


•  Duo  Kgns  pofiiit,  pirentis  dito  lemporii,  et  futuri ;  et  tempol 
Uliiijuc  conltUuit.    Kecogn.    tk-m.   lib  1,   iccH,  14.   p.  .\^i. 

r»  ««'  «(•»•(  ■•  Kfnrrti  <£idI!  ^ifxhitiii'it  Knpirrnt,  ittxt'f  "Tin 
t'lvT  T*r  iAm>  iKTurwi,  ■«■  <]'i'X^  mtnait  (Xinr,  iJih  sijumt*!  t/U' 
Xii.   fiiMsiT*;    ya(    oinHf  {SurAfu;  iiiai  xxtt^iitu*i.      Hom.  iii. 

lefl.  19.  p.  6j8. 

"^  tlfWI^Strr  «r,  «(  T«>  irafsrrut  mi  0»riXiiif,  tm  vm  fa>Xtftin 
fian\n  tpf,  vtwai  si  th  >»>  KsrfW  fiaeiXniu  iiJttiatrTtt  t^t,  fcc 
Horn.  viii.  fed.  21.  p.  678. 
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future*."  I  might  quote  a  great  many  other  paflages,- 
which  aflert  or  imply  the  fame  dodrine.  But  thefe  ex-^ 
trails  afibnl  a  flrong  prefumptioa  in  favour  of  the  credibi- 
lity of  Epiphahius,  even  as  to  fome  circumftances  in  which 
he  is  not  fupported  by  other  ancient  writings  yet  extant. 
He  would  feem  to  have  borrowed  his  account  of  the  Gno- 
ftic  tenets  of  the  Ebionites  from  this  Unitarian  work 
(wfych,  as  the  Do&or  obferves,  is  '*  happily  preferved  to 
^'  us  f  */')  efpecially  as  we  know  that  he  was  acquainted 
with  it. 

6.  IrensBus  dafles  Ebionites  with  Gnoftics,  not  in  gene- 
ral only  ;  but  as  to  the  circumflance  of  denying  the  truth 
of  our  redemption  %•  This  great  dodrine  ws^  denied  by  aU 
Gnoftics,  however .  much  oppofed  to  each  other ;  by  thofe 
who  alTerted  that  Jefus  was  a  mere  man,  and- by  thofe  who 
denied  his  humanity  entirely.  Ancient  and  modem  Uni<* 
tarians  are  the  only  nominal  Chriftians  who  have  followed 
(heir  footfleps  in  this  refped.  Arians,  indeed,  come  near- 
eft  to  them.     Fpr  they  truft  in  a  created  Saviour, 

7.  Th^  more  early  GnoiUcs  and  Ebionites  agreed  as  to 
the  iacred  canon.  According  to  the  Dodor's  own  confeffion, 
f'  the  Ebionites  made  no  public  ufe  of  any  other  gofpel 
*'  than  that  of  Matthew :  and  he  quotes  Philafler,  as  teftify- 
'<  ing  that  Cerinthus  admitted  the  Gk)fpel  of  Matthew  on- 
•*  ty  §'"  The  followers  of  Cerdon  and  Marcion,  who  were 
later  Gnoftics,  received  the  Grofpel  of  Luke ;  but  remark- 
ably interpolated.     They  alfo  cut  off  the  genealogy  ||. 

8.  The 

^nid,ih^yo%  Km  fiuf,    ^VTtv   rto-it  axtvetftiv  (iatTi\H%i  9v«^  ayaO«»  Ti 

»«l      VOm^iff     hii    Ttf    IJAf     XM%U    Tit    «;i»^OI>To;    XOff-fAV  fAtTU     VO/AV  Tqv 

fiaa-iXnttv,   tag*  ut  i^et*  i$80-iay  x«^«^u>  Ttf$  a^txtfiTos;*   rat  hayxiaff^ 

TOD    WOfAttOf  VCt2lC9  OHUfOt,        Honi.   XVi.   {k£\,    *]•     p.   'J22, 

f  Vol.  i.  p.  113.         \  Sec  above,  p.  220/       §  Vol.  i.  p.  433.  434. 

II  Iren.  libv  i.  c.  29.    Tertullian.  coot.  Marcion.  1.  4.     Epiph^n.  hav^ 
49.  f.  10.    Fabric  BiSl.  Crsec.  Vol.  iii.  p.  135. 
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8.  The  GnofKcs  denied  the  proper  M/jUftttio^  ^  the 
fiaiptures.  This  is  acknowledged  by  Dr  P.  **  As  thty  dii 
**  not  confider  them,"  he  ikys,  ''  as  written  by  any  proper 
**  ktCpiration,  they  feem  tq  have  thought  themielves  at  H* 
'^berty  to  adopt  what  they  approved,  and  to  negleft  thd 
"^refl)  without  difputmg  their  gtnuinenefsJ*  He  virtuaD^ 
owns,  in  the  paflage  laft  referred  to,  the  agreement  of  tte 
Ebionites  with  them  iii  this  refped ;  adding,  <*  Thiyin* 
^  deed,  was  not  peculiar  to  them,  but  feems  to  hare  been  a 
^'  liberty  taken  by  other  primitive  ChriiUans.— -72«/,  the 
*<  Ebionites  made  no  public  ufe  of  any  other  gofpel  than 
**  that  of  Matthew  *."  One  would  almoft  think  thit 
modem  Unitarians  had  propofed  the  Gnoftics  as  their  pat- 
tern  in  this  inflance.  The  Do£tor  exprefllss  their  lienti- 
ments  as  his  own,  treating  all  who  differ  from  fuch  vene^ 
rable  matters  with  fovereign  eontempt  **A11  thole,"  be 
Ssiys,  *^  to  whom  it  can  be  worth  my  while  to  make  an  apo- 
logy, think  as  I  do  with  refpefl:  to  the  fcriptures^  m. 
that  they  were  written  vnthout  any  particular  infpiratioo, 
by  men  who  wrote  according  to  the  heft  of  their  know- 

*•  ledge,  and  who  from  their  circumftances  could  not  be 
**  millaken  with  refpedt  to  the  greater  fciBs^  of  which  they 
**  were  pioper  witneffls,  but  (like  other  men  fubjed  to  pre- 
**  judicc  j  might  be  liable  to  adopt  a  hafty  and  ill- grounded 
*«  opinion  concerning  things  which  did  not  fall  within  the 
**  compafs  of  their  own  knowledge  f-"  Thefe  Gnoilic  fen- 
timents  belong  to  none  who  are  called  Chriilians  but  Uni- 
tarians. 

9.  The  Jewifli  Gnoftics  adhered  to  the  law  of  Mofes^ 
forcing  the  Gentiles  to  obferve  it.  Tliis  Dr  P.  materially 
grants.  In  this  refpe<^t  they  were  more  nearly  allied  to  E- 
bionites,  than  to  thofe  who  bore  the  fame  name  among  the 
Gentiles. 

10.  He 
*  Vol.  i.  p.  233.  f  Vol.  iv.  p.  4,  5. 
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16.  He  confiders  pride  as  a  peculiar  featore  of  tbefe  he- 
retics. Thej  aflumed  the  nsune  of  Gnoftics,  from  the 
word  yw9ti ;  becoufe  thej  laid  claim  to  a  great  portion  x)f  wif- 
dom  or  rea/an^  It  will  be  difficult  to  find  anj  fociety  of 
Chrifiiauis  who  refemble  them  fo  much  in  this  refped  as 
SocinianSy  who  fet  up  their  own  na/on  as  the  teft  of  divine 
Revelation,  and  endeavour  to  reduce  all  the  do£hines  of  it 
to  the  ftandard  of  philofophj  and  fciena  faifely  fo  caUed^^ 
J)r  P.  faj9  that  the  Gnoftics  '^  boafted  of  their  own  know«> 
'Medgef."  He  thinks  that  the  Apoftle  Paul  fpeaks  of 
them,  when  he  fiiys,  The  preaching  of  the  crofs  is  fooUfb^ 
nefs  to  them  that  perijby  1  Cor.  i.  18.  And  is*not  the  fame 
attachment  to  tbe  wifdom  of  this  world  confpicuous  in  thole 
who  rejed:  the  genuine  do&rine  of  the  crois,  who  tramph 
under  foot  the  Son  of  God^  like  the  unbelieving  Jews  call- 
ing him  a  mere  man,  and  account  the  blood  of  tbe. covenant 
a  common  things  by  denying  its  atoning  efficacy,  becaufe 
they  cannot  reconcile  the  do&rines  of  the  incarnation  and 
atonement  with  the  dilates  of  carnal  philofophy  ? 

The  Gnoftics  pretended  that  they  were  wifer  than  the 
apoftles  %•  But  where  will  you  find  a  parallel  to  this  pre- 
fumpdon,  but  among  thofe  who  venture  to  fay  that  the  A* 
poftle  Paul  "  often  reafons  inconclufively  ?"  Nay,  as  Ire- 
nceus  alfo  teftifies,  ^^  they  carried  their  pride  fo  f ar  as  to  £a.y 
**  that  they  were  like  Jefus  J/*  Where  fliall  we  find  any 
refemblance  of  this  blafphemy,  but  in  the  condud  of  thofi^ 
who  impioufly  aflure  us,  that  Jefus  is  a  mere  man,  wlio  re- 
ceived his  exiftence  in  the  fame  nxanner,  and  was  fubjed 
to  the  fame  corrupt  biasi  with  themfelves  ? 

II.  The 

*  Yiv^tfrv^Af  ymvta^m     1  Tim.  vi.  20. 

f  Vol.  i.  p.  150.  I  Iren.  lib.  iii.  c.  a. 

§  Quapropter  et  ad  tantum  elationis  proveAi  funt  ad  quidam  quideoif. 
limiles  fc  efle  dicunt  Jefu.    Xb.  lib.  i.  c.  24. 
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II.  The  eternity  of  matter  was  the  doctrine  of  mxaj 
Gnoftics.  Dr  P.  informs  us,  concerning  them  in  general, 
that  "  creation  out  of  nothing  was  an  idea  thai  they  never 
"  entertained  •-"  It  appears  that  this  is  an  idea  which  the 
Doctor  himfclf  does  not  entertain.  For  we  hare  eUewheic 
fcen  that,  according  to  him,  "  what  is  callee)  the  Mofiiit 
"  creation,— for  any  thing  we  know,  was  only  a  re-making 
"  or  re-canjiituting  of  tlie  world,  out  of  a  furmi-r  chaos  t-" 
It  is,  indeed,  the  genera]  opinion  of  Socinians,  that  ihe 
■world  was  formed  out  of  pre-exiftent  matter.  They  have 
been  alfo  charged  with  believing  that  this  was  eternal: 
They  beft  know  Whether  the  charge  be  jult. 

13,  One  of  the  charaSere  of  the  Gnollics,  given  by 
author,  is  that  they  denied  the  obligation  of  tTtarlyrditm  \. 
Paul  gives  fcch  a  deicription  of  thofe  Jews  who  cnfirced 
drcumciSon,  as  will  apply  to  Ebionites  equally  with  Ce- 
rinthians.  Ai  many  as  dejire  to  make  a  fair  Jbtv>  in  tit 
fifjli,  they  confirain  you  to  he  circumcifcd,  only  lefi  tbej 
fhould  Juffer  perfeCtttioT,  for  the  crofi  of  Chrifl,  Gal.  vi.  i  j. 
Fear  of  provoking  their  unbelieving  brethren,  is  the  nw 
tire  to  Ahich  he  alcribea  their  apparent  zeal  fin*  tbe  cae- 
monial  law. 

13.  The  GnoOicf  denied  ^tijufliet  of  God.  DrP.  %Kf- 
pofa  that  tiie  principal  fborce  of  tfaar  mift^ces  was  **  their 
"  fixed  pcrfoafioo  cenceniing  the  ptm  benevolciice  ol  the 
*  "  SopRme  Being ;"  adding,  that  their  idea  of  thi*  **  M 
-  incompatible  witli  jaftict;  fo  that  the  verj  ■'I'-M-" 
"  diat  God  vntjmfl,  was  with  them  a  proof  that  he  Wat  not 
**  that  good  Being  n4iom  they  placed  at  die  bead  of  tbi 
<*  murerf  e||."  The  Dodor  never  gave  a  more  natural  re- 
.  prefentatioB 

•  Vol-  i  p.  no.  III.  f  FuDiliu  Illaitr.  p.  41. 

'  f  Jurira  TUtlcM  dc  SociaUniliiiC,  Par.  i.  Let,  j.  p.  104. 

{  Tol.  i.  p.  MI.  U  lb.  p.  113,  1141 
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prefentation  of  the  principles  of  Socinians,  who  deny  that 
punitive  ^uJHci  is  eflential  to  Cxod.  He  can  fcarcdj  find 
other  words  for  expreffing  his  own  fentiments.  *^  In  the 
**  deity,"  he  fays,  ^^jufiice  can  he  nothing  more  than  a  mo- 
"  dification  of  goodnefs,  or  benevolence^  which  is  laia/ole  go- 
"  veroing  principle  *."  This  is  undoubtedly  pure  benevor 
Jence*  He  obferves  afterwards ;  *^  Admitting  that  the  po- 
^  pular  dodrine  of  atonement  ihould  raife  our  ideas  of  the 
^^jujlice^  or  rather  the  feverity  of  God,  it  muft,  in  the 
^  £une  proportion,  fink  our  ideas  of  his  mercy  \**  He  con- 
fiders  it  as  *^  now  afcertained  with  refpeft  to  the  moral  cha- 
^  rafiSer  and  government  of  God,  that  he  is  a  Being  purely 
**  good^"  and  **  that  he  Jimply  wiflies  the  happineis  of  aB 
"  his  creatures  {."  Socinians  enjoy  an  indifputed  fuccefiion 
to  the  Gnoftics,  ais  to  this  dodrine. 

14.  Theie  heretics  imagined  that  the  Father  of  Cbrijl 

was  a  different  Being  from  him  who  gave  the  law,    Dr  P. 

leems  to  think  that  this  was  not  the  opinion  of  the  Jewifli 

(Gnofiics.      But   Irenaeus  aflerts  that   Cerinthus  held  the 

world  to  be  **  made  by  a  power  remote  from,  and  ignorant 

**  of  the  Supreme  Being  ||."     In  the  addition  to  the  Pre- 

fcriptions  of  Tertullian,  it  is  (aid  that  Cerinthus  afcribed 

the  Jewifli  law  to  angels,  and  held  "  that  the  God  of  the 

''  Jews  was  not  the  Lord,  but  an  angel  {•"     This  opinion,  I 

acknowledge,  is  npt  eafily  reconcileable  with  that  c£  his 

Urging  the  neceflity  of  the'  law.    But  there  is  no  fufficient 

reafon  to  doubt  that  they  really  embraced  it.     I  do  not 

fuppofe  that  any  of  thofe  called  Unitarians,  have  denied 

that  the  law  was  given  by  the  true  God.     But  it  would 

Xeexn  that  their  do6hine  concerning  the  moral  law  itfelf, 

is  a  r^nmant  of  that  of  the  Gnoftics,     They  have  not 

^opted   thb  in  form.      But  they  have  done  fo  in  fad. 

They  have  made  that  God,  who  gave  the  law  to  the  Jews^ 

to" 

*  lliSt,  Corrupt.  Vol.  i.  p.  i()8.  f  Ibid.  i.  p.  170. 
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to  be  a  changeable,  and  therefore  an  imperfed  Beinj; 
pretending  dial  Jeiiis  came,  not  only  to  aboUih  the  ztn- 
'TOonial  law,  but  to  amend  the  moral.  This  is  the  veij 
effence  and  fpirit  of  Gnofticifin.  Naj,  \S  poflible,  it  k 
more  impious  and  abfurd.  For  they  afcribe  that  to  the 
Supreme,  which  Gnoftics  afcribed  to  an  inferior  beiof. 
They  virtually  accide  him,  who  alone  b  good,  of  that  tni' 
perfeftion  which  thefe  ancient  hlafphemeis  Utributed  tou 
roil  principle. 

15.  "  All  the  Gnoftics,"  our  author  obfervea,  "wifr 
"  out  exception  difttelieved  the  refurreaion  ."  **  Somcof 
"  them,"  he  adds,  "  did  not  venture  to  do  it  in  wor^  f," 
TThis  is  a  juft  account  of  the  condufl  of  Socinieiis  for  two  celt- 
turiea  part.  Tbey  have  granted  the  refurreftion  in  worh, 
but  denied  it  in  realicy ;  afferting  that  the  fame  body  a  od 
raifed.  This  is  a  doftrine,  which  none  called  Chriftiani. 
but  themfelves,  have  taught.  Dr  P.,  indeed,  depails  &aa 
the  proper  faith  of  his  church  Jn  this  inftance.  He  reaiimi 
Very  juilly  againft  what  has  been  the  common  faith  of  Si>- 
onians  :  "  If  nothing  of  that  'which  din  is  to  appear  agun, 
"  in  any  future  period  of  our  exiftencc,  there  may  be  1 
"  new  creation  of  men,  but  there  cannot  be  any  pmftr  rr 
"■  furreElitn  J." 

\6.  "  The  Gnoftics,"  according  to  our  avUhor's  kccoant 
of  them,  "  are  faid  to  have  maintained  that  the  greateA  pW 
"  ofmankind  would  be  (]«/(/A//rt/riiat  the  day  of  judgment  J-" 
This  is  the  very  doSrine  of  Socinians  with  regard  ta  the 
wicked.  For  in  this  fenfe  alone  they  undeiiland  entritj- 
ing  defiruflvin.  1  know  of  no  Chrittians,  who,  inthi*n> 
fpef),  can  vie  with  them  for  the  honour  of  fucceeding  dK 
Gnoftics. 

*  Vat.  1.  p.  io5.  t  'li'  F'  "'?-  1  Ibid.  p.  114. 

5  Hill.  Corrupt.  Vol.  i.  11.413, 
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OF  THE  HISTORY  OF  THE  PRETENDED  UNITARIAN  DOC- 
TRINE AMONG  GENTILE  CHRISTIANS. 


DR  PriestleTi  **  having  proved,"  as  he  fuppofes,  **  t6 
'*  the  fatisfa^on  of  every  impartial  reader;  that  the 
"great  body  of  Jewiib  Chriflians  always  were,  and  to  the 
**  laft  continued  to  be  Unitarians,"  flatters  himfelf  that  "  it 
"  may  with  certainty  be  concluded,  that  the  Grentile  con- 
^  verts  were  aUb  univerfally  Unitarians  in  the  age  of  the 
**  apoftles,  and  that^  of  courfe,  the  great  majority  of  the 
^  common  people  continued  to  be  fo,  for  a  very  confidera- 
^abk  time  ♦."  But  if  it  be  evident  to  the  reader,  from 
i^bat  has  been  offered  in  reply,  that  *^  the  great  body  of  the 
**  Jewilh  Chriftians  were  not  Unitarians,"  the  Dodor^s  in- 
^rence  muft  appear  totally  unfoundedL 

However, 

•  Vol.  ilLp.  ^J3. 
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y  -were  excluded  both  fy  tie 


"T^R  Priestley  produces  fix  arguments  of  the  firt/um^ 
^-^  five  kind  in  fupport  of  his  hypotliefis, 

I.  "  That  Unitarians,"  he  fays,  "  muft  have  been  in  com' 
"  munion  with  what  was  in  early  times  called  the  CathoSt 
"  church,  is  evident  from  there  being  no  creed,  that  coold 
"  exclude  them. — A  creed  was  formed  for  the  exprefs  par 
"  pofc  of  excluding  the  GnoiUcs,  who,  of  courfe,  cooU 
*'  not,  and  we  find,  did  not,  join  the  public  afiemblies  of 
"  Chriftians,  but  formed  aflemblies  among  ihemfelves,  ec- 
"  tirely  diftinft  from  thofe  of  the  Catholics  f ." 

But  though  we  flsould  fuppofc  this  ar^mcnt  to  be  wdl 
founded,  it  would  prove  too  little-  It  could  only  prove, 
that  Unitarians  were  fuffered  to  continue  in  commcniaD 
witli  the  Catholic  church.  Our  author,  indeed,  teems  mb- 
fnous  that  bis  argument  is  defeftive.     Foi  all  that  he  infers 

fi«B 

•  Ibid,  p.  .335-  \  Ibid,  p.  %i6. 
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from  it  isy  that  the  Unitarians  ^^  might  ftill  cbntinue  in  com-< 
**  munion/  there  being  no  law,  or  rule,  to  exclude  them  ♦•" 
But  this  is  not  the  proper  argument.  For  the  very  title  of 
the  chapter  is,  Prefumptive  Evidence  that  the  Majority  of  tb$ 
Gentile  Cbrijlians  in  the  early  ages  were  Unitarians.  Now, 
this  argument  is  far  from  proving  that  the  Unitarians  were 
the  majority.  Although  it  were  well-founded,  it  could  only 
prove  the  forbearance  of  the  orthodox,  the' paucity  of  Uni« 
tarians,  or  that  they  kept  themfelves  concealed* 

The  firft  of  thefe  inferences  would  be  inadmiffible*  Fot 
as  we  have  formerly  proved",  there  were^  in  ^arly  ages,  ma« 
ny  Gentile  Chriftians  of  diftinftion,  who  reckoned  Unita* 
rians  heretics.  Therefore,  If  there  was  no  article  in  the 
creed,  which  miUtated  againft  them,  we  would  be  under  a 
neceffity  of  fuppofing,  either  that  their  number  was  fo  con- 
temptible as  to  create  no  uneiifineis,  or  that  they  concealed 
their  fentiments. 

But  the  pofition,  that  there  was  no  creed  to  exclude  them, 
is  undoubtedly  falfe.     In  order  to  fupport  it,  Dr  P.  ob* 
lerves  that  ^  there  was  no  creed  ufed  in  the  Chriftian 
^  church,    befides  that  which  was  commonly  called   the 
**  apqftles^  before  the  council  of  Nice ;"   and  that  "  this 
*^  creed  contains  no  article  that  could  exclude  Unitarians  f." 
Having  formerly  made  the  fame  declaration,  he  was  re-> 
fierred  by  the  Monthly  Reviewers  to  that  form  of  the  creed 
given  by  Tertullian,  in  his  Prefcriptions  %.    Here  the  rule 
cffaitb  is,  ^  That  God  is  entirely  one,  and  that  th^re  is  no 
^  other  befides  the  Creator  of  the*  world,  who  produced  all 
«  things  from  nothing,  by  his  Word  fent  forth  before  all : 
**  That  that  Word,  called  the  Son,  appeared  often  in  the 
*'  name  of  God  to  xhe  patriarchs,  was  always  heard  in  the 
"prophets,  at  length  conveyed  by  the  Spirit  of  God  the 

Vol.  H.  R  "Father, 

*  Ibid.  p.  235.  f  Ibid,  pi  23^.  %  c.  13. 
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"  Father,  and  his  power,  into  the  virgin  Mary,  made  flefb 
"  in  her  womb,"  i^r. 

Dr  P.  infills,  that  tliis  was  only  Tertullian's  own  expolJtion, 
xnd  refers  to  his  work  De  Velandis  Virginibas,  where  we 
haVfe  the  creed,  as  far  as  it  refpefts  the  Fatlier  and  Son,  «- 
preOed  more  briefly,  and  in  language  nearly  the  (xan  with 
that  in  which  it  n-aa  afterwards  generally  rtccived. 

We  io  not  plead,  that  the  firft  ia  to  be  coniidered  as  the 
ordinary  form.  Nor  does  this  appear  with  refpeft  to  the 
(eeond.  The  conjeflnre  of  Dr  Berriman  ittvaa  moft  na- 
tural, that  then""  it  was  not  always  esprefTed  in  th«  very 
*'  fame  phrafe,  but  ftill  the  fame  in  fubftance  *." 

Eut  though  it  be  foppofed  that  Tertullian,  in  the  paflage 
quoted,  gives  us  only  his  own  espofition ;  it  vn\\  by  do 
means  follow,  that  Unitarians  were  not  excluded  by  thai 
creed,  which,  as  to  its  fubflance,  was  generally  ufed  in  earlj 
times.  For  the  meaning  of  any  creed  muft  be  learned  &«■  ^ 
the  espofition  given  of  it  by  that  church  which  cl^miit  | 
as  hers.  He  who  interprets  the  language  of  infpiralioa  i 
differently  from  others,  may  more  plaufibly  contend  :h>t  . 
he  has  the  juft  meaning  ;  becaufe  there  is  no  earthly  infiklU- 
ble  judge.  But  the  roan  who  aOents  to  a  human  attA, 
muft  either  do  it  in  the  fenfe  impofed  by  the  generality  of 
thofe  who  adopt  it,  if  confonaut  to  the  plain  meaning  of 
language,  and  if  it  cannot  be  proved  that  it  is  contrary  » 
the  intention  of  the  framers ;  or  he  aifla  dilhoneflly.  Now, 
the  fenfe  of  the  generality  is  certainly  to  be  learned  from 
that  of  the  public  interpreters,  if  their  interpretaDon  be 
admitted  by  others.  We  can  have  no  more  certain  evi- 
dence that  ihia  is  the  cafe,  than  their  being  generally  ac- 
knowledged in  their  ofiici<il  chara&r,  and  there  being  i* 
contradidion  of  their  interpretation.  After  a  panicoJat 
declaration 

■»  lILlotiral  Accouut,  p.  13. 
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declaration  of  ttidr  fidth,  if  others  fi^mlt  to  them^  it  muft 
be  c6ncla(fed>  cither  that  they  a^rce  with  them  in  opinion; 
or  that  fhey  apft  deceitfttlly  in  divine  matters.  TerttiUian^ 
therefor^,  having  openly  given  this  exp6fition  of  the  ruk 
of  faithy  ail  who  afterwards  continued  in  communioii 
with  himy  mnft  be  viewed,  either  as  agreeing  with  him  e* 
nnimoy  or  peacealilj  fubmitting  to  cotnmunicate  with  one 
whom  they  accounted  an  idcdaten 

It  is  generally  grants  by  the  le^uned,  that  we  are  to 
^dge  of  the  meaning  of  ther  creeds  by  the  writings  of  the 
Fathers,  as  expreffing  the  fehfe  of  the  primitive  church  *. 
If  thb  bte  not  granted,  indeed,  jthe  propriety  of  any  fymbol 
or  confeffion  is  materially  refufed.    For  what  has  been  the 
deiign  of  thefe,  as  devifed  by  churches,  in  every  age,  but 
to  deplare  to  the  world,  and.  to  odier  churches,  nay,  that 
one  church-member  might  declare  to  another,  that  fpecific 
fenfe  in  which  they,  or  he,  underfiood  the  language  of  fcrip* 
tnre,  as  oppofed  to  that  ambiguity  virtually  afcribed  to  it 
by  heretics,  and  to  the  great  variety  of  different  meanings 
impofed  on  the  fame  terpis  ?  If  the  meanings  or  particular 
belief  be'  ftot  the  principal  thing,  the  very  uie  of  a  creed  m 
a  jeft  upon  its  name.  #  ' 

-  Our  author  has  roimdly  aiferted  that  the  paflage  in  Ter- 
tuUian's  work  DePrafcrifttombuSp  "  ezprefTes  no  more  than 
*<  his  own  faith  f ."'  But  from  the  connexion,  it  is  unde- 
niable that  he  exprefles  the  faith  of  the  Catholic  church,  or 
in  other  words,  of  all  thofe  with  whom  he  was  then  in 
communion.  For  when  he  is  about  to  introduce  this  larger 
creed  as  the  rule  of  faith  ^  he  fays,  '^  Let  us  therefore  in- 
^'  quire  in  our  own  conununion,  and  from  our  own  people, 
<<  and  concerning  what  properly  belongs  to  ourfelves^*" 

R  2  And 

*  King's  Hift.  Creed,  p.  4a,  43.    Juricu  Prcjuf.  Legit,  centre  k  P«* 
pifine,  ib. 

f  Remarks  on  the  Month.  Iter.  ^.  az«  }  c.  Z2. 


SoS  Cinttle  Unitarians  Bo(KVir 

'And  haviqg  given  this  as  the  rule  of  iaitb,  he  not  only 
feys,  "  This  rule,  as  fhall  be  proved,  was  inltituted  by 
"  Chriil ;"  but, — "  it  admits  of  no  dlfputations  among  ns, 
"  except  thofe  which  bereCes  introduce,  and  which  make 
*'  men  heretics  •."  We  cannot  fuppofe  it  to  be  his  mean- 
ing, that  thefe  words  were  exprefely  given,  as  a  form,  by 
Chrift.  He  certainly  intends  the  doftrines  contained  in 
them,  although  ihey  might  be  varioufly  expreSed-  Not 
can  we  nnderfland  him  as  intimating,  that  this  was  merely 
his  own  opinion.  For  if  there  bp  any  meaning  in  the 
words  that  follow,  nay,  if  they  do  not  contain  a  grois  nod 
prefumptiious  falfehood  ;  this  mud  have  been  the  beUe^  real 
or  profefled,  of  all  who  were  in  the  feme  communion  with 
him.  He  could  not  otherwiie  fay  of  this  as  a  rule  of  &itb( 
"  It  admits  of  no  difpntations  among  us." 

Now,  as  he  elfewhere  declares  this  rule  to  be  "  altoge- 
"  ther  one,  and  what  alone  could  not  be  altered  or  refbrm- 
"edf,"  even  while  he  exprefles  it  in  different  words;  it 
is  undeniable  that  he  does  not  fpeak  of  tbe  language,  but 
of  the  fenfe  affixed  to  it  by  the  church.  While  he  lays, 
that  it  "  admitted  of  no  difpntations,"  he  adds,  this  exception 
indeed, — "  fave  thofe  which  herefies  introduce,  and  whicli 
*'  make  men  heretics,"  But  Dr  P.  cannot  avail  himfelf  of 
this  exception,  unlefs  he  can  prove  that  thole  who  wen 
known  to  be  heretics  werefuffered  to  continue  in  communiao. 

According  to  the  evident  fenfe  of  Tertuliian,  a  doubt  of 
any  article  in  the  creed  was  immediately  confidered,  not 
only  as  introduced  fiy  berefy,  but  as  making  the  author  of  it 
a  heretic.     This  not  only  appears  from  the  paQage  quoKi 

but 

■  Usee  rEguli  a  Clirillo  ut  probabitur  ialtituts,  nuUu  liabet  tpoi 
•  not  quKftianc),  DiG  quu  bzrefo  inrerunt,  et  quw  hBTtticoi  faciuM.  D* 
Pneftript,  e.  14. 

t  Regula  ({nidem  Sdei  una  omniao  eft,  ToU  inundbUis,  tx  uTdlKnibflak 
Ihi  Virgin.  Vcluid.  c.  1. 
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but  {rQm  the  ftrain  of  the  reafoning  immediatel j  following. . 
For  in  dus  be  fliews  that  the  church  admitted  of  no  difputa- 
tion  with  lefpefi  to  her  creed.  ^  Let  curiolitjr  jield  to  £»ith/' 
he  fajs,  ^  and  honour  to  Mvation.*." 

If  any  continued  to  hefitate^  they  were  to  be  clafled  with 
heretics:  and  whatever  Dr  P.  may  fondly  fuppofe,  that% 
churdi  of  which  Tertullian  was  a  memberi  had  no  idea  of . 
communion  with  fuch.  Therefore  the  ancient  writer  break 
out  in  this  language ;  ^  As  if  heretics  were  not  enemies  to 
<<  die  truth,  as  if  we  were  not  forewarned  to  fly  from  them,., 
^^  how  can  we  converfe  with  men,  who  themfelves  confels 
•*  that  they  are  ifl  a  ftate  of  inquiry  ?  For  if  they  ftill  in- 
^lil^Cy  they  have  as  yet  apprehended  nothing  with  cer* 
tainty :  and  thus  whatever  they  £eem  in  the  mean  time 
to  hold,  they  difcover  their  hefitation,  as  long  as  they  in* 
**  quire. — ^For  while  they  ftill  inquire,  they  do  not  hold  faft, 
'^  But  as  they  do  not  hold  faft,  they  have  not  as  yet  be- 
•*  lieved;     But  as  they  have  not  as  yet  believed,  they  are 
**  not  Chriftians. — ^Thofe,  therefore,  who  are  not  Chriftians. 
**  to  thenvlelves,  how  much  leis  are  they  fo  to  us  f  ?*'     He 
then  proceeds  to  ihew  that,  although  theiie  perfons  appeal 
to  Scripture,  their  appeal  is  not  to  be  admitted,  becaufe  of 
the  difficulty  of  deciding  the  controverfy  in  this  way,  on 
account  of*  the  various  fenfes  impofed  on  it. 

As.  we  have  proved  that  it  is  not  the  found  of  the  words, 
but  the  catholic  fenfe  of  the  creed,  that  .Tertullian  fpeaks 
of  ;  that  the  expoiition,  given  by  him,  was  that  of  the  whple 

R  3  church; 

•  Cedat  CBriofitas  fidei,  ^t  gloria  faluti.    De  Pnefcript,  c.  14. 

f  Ut  non  inimici  eflent  veritatis  hxretici,  ut  de  rcfugicndis  eis  non 
prsemoneremur,  quale  eft  conferre  cam  hoxninibos,  qui  et  ipfi  idhae 
fe  qozrere  confitcntur  ?  Si  enim  vere  adhnc  quseront,  nihil  tdhuc  certi 
^eprebendemnt :  ct  ideo  quodcnnqne  videntur  interim  tencre,  dubiU- 
tiooem  fnam  oftendunt  qu^mdiu  quaerant. — Cam  enim  qoasnint  tdhac, 
nondum  tenent ;  cum  autem  non  tenent,  nondum  crediderunt.  Cum  aa- 
tern  Dondnm  crediderunt,  non  iiint  Cbntooi.--<2iai  ergo  aec  iibi  fijnf 
Chriftiani,  quinto  magis  nobis.    lb. 
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church ;  and  that  all  were  accounted  heretics,  and  denied 
to  be  Chriltians,  who  even  douhttd  as  to  the  truth  of  the 
general  doflrlne  ;  it  neccffaiily  follows,  that  all  Unitariaiu 
were  reckoned  heretics,  and  excluded  from  the  church. 
For  tlie  expofjtion  given  by  TertuUian,  as  cxpreffing  tiw 
faith  of  the  whole  body  with  which  he  was  conneScd,  is 
filch  as  no  Unitarian  coold  honeftly  accede  to.  Nay,  thongh 
our  author  affures  us,  that  the  Creed  referred  to  Gnoftics 
only,  TertuUizn  flatly  contradifls  him.  And  he  rouft  cer. 
tainly  be  fullained  as  a  more  competent  judge  of  the  be- 
lief of  the  church,  io  the  clofe  of  the  fecond,  or  begianiflg 
of  the  third  century,  than  Dr  Prieftley. 

For  after  ufmg  this  language,  as  "his  introdufUon  to  the 
difcourfe  concetntng  the  rule  of  faith,  "  Let  us  inquire  what 
"  Christ  has  inftituted  ;"  he  firfl  mentions  tliofc  at  whom  we 
are  not  to  inquire.  Here  he  claflcs  Ebiaa  with  Marciw, 
Valentinus,  Apellts  and  Simon  ;  fubjoining,  "  Althou^ 
'"  we  were  for  ever  to  inquire,  where  oughj  we  to  mike 
"  this  inquiry  >  Is  it  amolig  heretics  ?  where  all  thin^  irj 
"  extraneous  and  oppoSte  to  our  truth,  and  to  whom  weue 
•'  prohibited  to  go.  What  fervant  would  expefl  food  from 
"  an  alien,  not  to  fay,  an  enemy  of  his  Lord  ?  What  fcJ- 
"  dier  would  receive  a  gift  and  pay  from  Princes  not  in 
"  league,  not  to  fay,  enemies ;  unle£  he  were  an  avowed 
"  deferter,  turncoat  and  rebel  ? — No  one  can  be  fupponed 
*'  by  him,  by  whom  he  is  dtrtroyed.  No  one  can  be  lUu- 
*'  rhinated  by  him,  by  whom  he  is  brought  into  obfcnrity. 
"  Let  us,  therefore,  inquire  in  our  own  communion,  and 
*'  from  our  own  people,  and  concerning  what  properly  b«- 
"  loi^  to  ourfclves  ■,  and  about  that  only  which  may  be  call- 
"  ed  in  quelUon,  while  the  rule  of  faith  is  prefrrved  entin  •."    [ 

"I 

'  *  Uhi  mitn  rril  finti  m^tni'i  ?  ubi  Hatio  crcdendi  ?   nbi  cxpunSio  a- 
Vni"ldi  ?   Apu^  Muriontfu  .'  fed  ct  Viilenlinui  proponlt :  Qimeriw  « 
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f  ■ 

If  there  be  the  leail  propriety  in  introducing  the  Rule  of 
Faith  here,  it  muft  be  granted,  that  it  is  levelled  againft 
!Ebion,  as  well  as  the  others  mentioned.  If  the  leaft  credit 
be  doe  to  Tertidlian  as  a  writer,  it  muft  alfo  be  granted, 
that  it  had  this  meaning,  as  underftood  by  the  whole  of  that 
church  of  which  he  was  a  member.  It  is  equally  clear  that 
Ebion  was  a  heretic  in  her  eftimation ;  and  that  thofe  who 
adhered  to  his  principles  were-  aliens  of  extraneous  per* 
fons  ;  and  therefore,  not  admitted  to  her  communion. 

Dr  P.,  indeed,  has  made  various  efforts  to  confine  the 
charge  qf  herefy,  as  brought  by  Tertullian  againft  Ebion, 
to  his  attachment  to  the  law.  But  we  have  already  demon- 
ftrated  the  vanity  of  thefe.  Had  he  meant  to  defcribe  £- 
bion  as  a  heretic,  only,  or  even  principally,  becaufe  of  his 
Judaifin ;  it  is  natural  to  fuppofe  that,  in  the  Rule  of  Faith 
he  was  about  to  rehearfe,  there  would  have  been  an  article 
diredly  oppofing  this  judaical  attachment.  But  the  .Rule 
given  by  Tertullian  ftrikes  againft  no  other  error  n^idntain- 
cd  by  Ebion,  but  that  refpefting  the  per/on  ofChriJi.  And 
in  this  refpe6t,  it  is  as  diredly  oppofed  to  his  dodrine,  as  to 
that  of  the  Gnofiics. 

After  reading'  the  paffage  laft  quoted  from  Tertullian,  iu 

which  he  views  Unitarians  equally  with  Gnoftics,  as''  or 

■^  lienSi  and  didinguiflies  them  a  noftris^  from  the  members 

R  4  of 

Invenietis.  Apud  Valentinum?  fed  et  Apelles  hac  me  pronuntiattohe 
pulfiibic,  et  Hebion,  et  Simon,  et  omnes  ex  ordine  non  habent  atiud,  quo 
fe  mihi  iniinuantes,  me  fibi  adducant.-—— Nobis  etfi  quxreDdum  eflet 
adbttc  ct  Ceaiper,  ubi  tamen  qusri  opportet  ?  Apud  haereticos  ?  ubi  om- 
nia cxtranea  et  adverfaria  nultrz  vcrittti,  ad  quoft  vctaraUr  accedere. 
Qnis  fervus  cibaria  ab  extraneo,  ne  dicam  ab  inimico  domini  fui  fperat  } 
Quis  miles  ab  infoederatis,  ne  dtcam  lib  jboftibus  regibus,  donativuin 
ac  ftipendium  capiat,  nifi  plane  defertor,  et  transfuga,  et  rebeliis^— 
Nemo  iode  ftrui  poteft,  unde  deftruitur.  Nemq  ab  eo  iUuminatur,  a  quo 
contenebratur.  Qusramus  ergo  in  noftrp,  et  ^  noftris,  et  de  noftro: 
idque  dunuxat  quod,  ialva  regula  fidei,  poteft  in  quaeiUonem  deveoirc. 
Regula  di  autem,  &c.    De  Prziicnpt.  c.  lo.  12. 
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of  the  Catholic  church ;  had  any  one  £ud  to  hln\ ;  **  But 
after  all,  jou  do  not  exclude  thefe  men  from  communiaD, 
on  account  of  their  differing  from  jdu  as  to  fome  of  tbe 
^'  articles  mentioned  in  your  Rule  of  Faith  ;*'  it  is  fcarcelj 
fuppofable  that  the  t^rt  Preibjrter  would  have  deigned  tQ 
give  him  an  anfwer.  For  he  muft  have  thought,  that  hu- 
man language  a&rded  no  terms  in  which  he  could  converfe 
with  fuch  a  perfon. 

Whatever  may  be  faid  of  the  Creed  excluding,  or  not 
excluding  Unitarians ;  it  is  certain  that,  in  the  time  of  Ter^ 
tullian,  they  were  adhially  excluded  from  communion  with  th^ 
church.  It  has  been  clearly  proved  that  they  were  account- 
ed heretics  by  him,  and  by  that  church  of  which  he  was  a 
member.  Let  us  now  hear  hb  fentence  concerning  them ; 
"  If  they  are  heretics,  they  cannot  be  Chriftians  ♦."  Af- 
ter declaring  any  to  be  heretics,  it  would  no  more  occur  to 
any  ancient  writer  to  declare,  in  fo  many  words,  that  they 
were  not  admitted  to  communion,  than  gravely  to  inforni 
his  reader  that  heathens  did  not  enjoy  this  privilege.  For 
thofe,  whom  they  did  not  account  Chriftians,  muft  have 
been  to  them  as  heathens  and  publicans. 

When  fpeaking  of  two  ways  in  which  a  church  might 
be  proved  to  be  apoftolical,  either  as  having  her  origin 
from  the  apoflles,  or  from  apoftolical  men,  or  as  holding  the 
fame  faith,  Tertullian  fays :  "  Thus  all  herefies,  challen- 
*'  ged  by  our  churches  either  way,  may  prove  themfelves 
"  to  be  apoftolical,  as  they  imagine.  But  neither  are  they 
"  fo;  nor  can  they  prove  what  they  are  not.  Nor  are 
"  they  received  into  peace  and  fellowfliip  by  the  churches, 
•*  in  whatever  manner  apoftolical ;  W«.  on  account  of  the 
"  difference  of  the  facrament,  they  being  in  no  refpefl  a- 

"  poftolical 

*  Si  cnim  hxretici  funt,  ChiiiUiai  cflc  non  polTunt    De  Prscfcript. 
c.  57. 
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'*  poftolicail  *."  To  prove  that  they  were  not  apoftolicali 
he  proceeds  to  ihew  that  the  dodrine  of  the  Apoftles  was 
direded  againft  them.  Having  mentioned  one  herefy  of 
Ebion,  his  adherence  to  the  law,  as  oppofed  in  the  EpifUe 
to  the  GalatianSy  he  afterwards  fliews  that  becaufe  this  he« 
retic  denied  Jefus  to  be  the  Son  of  God  he  was  one  of  thefe 
anticbriftsf  againft  whom  the  firfl;  epifUe  of  John  was 
written. 

So  clear  is  it  that,  in  the  time  of  C  jprian,  who  died  lefs 
than  forty  years  after  Tertullian,  all  heretics,  among  whom 
he  reckons  the  Patripaffians,  one  clais  of  Unitarians,  were 
excluded  from  the  church,  that  he  urges  their  being  re-bap* 
tized  upon  the  renunciation  of  their  errors.  He  had  no 
idea  of  their  very  ordinances  being  valid|  becaufe  their 
Faith  was  different  from  that  of  the  church.  ^*  For  if  the 
**  heretics,"  he  fays,  "  have  one  faith  with  us,  they  may 
*'  have  one  grace.  If  the  Fatripajlians,  Anthropians,  l^c» 
''  confefs  the  fame  Father,  the  fame  Son,  the  fame  holy 
^*  Spirit,  the  fame  church  with  us ; — they  may  alfo  have 
^*  the  lame  baptifm,  if  their  faith  be  one  \"     Nay,  Cy- 

"  prian 

•     ■ 

*  Ita  omnes  hserefe;,  ad  ntranque  formam  a  noftiis  Ecclefiis  provocata?, 
probent  fe  quaqua  puta  Apoftolicas.  Sed  adeo  nee  funt :  nee  pofTunt 
probare  quod  non  funt;  nee  recipiuntur  in  pacem  ct  in  communicationem 
ab  Ecdeiiis  quoquo  modo  apoftolieis :  fciiieet  ob  diverfitatem  facramen- 
ti  I,  nullo  modo  apoftolicae.    lb.  e.  3a. 

4  By  the  expreffion,  ,ob  diverfitatem  facramentr,  Tertullian  is  fuppofed 
to  Jignifj  the  difference  bet-ween  the  heretical  confeffions  ef  faithy  re- 
quired in  the  faerament  of  baptifm,  and  that,  as  to  fub'rance,  univerfallj 
received  by  the  apojiolical  churches,     Vid,  Not.  Fame  Hi  in  loc, 

t  Scripfifti  mihi — de  hxreticorum  baptifmo,  qui  foris  pofiti,  ^t  extra 
ccclefiam  conftituti. — Nam  fi  fides  una  eft  nobis  et  haereticis,  poteft  dSk 
et  gratia  una.  Si  eundem  patrem,  eundem  filium,  eundem  fpiritum  fanc- 
tum,  eandem  ccclefiam  confitentur  nobifcum  tatripaffiani,  Anthropiani, 
Valcntiniani,— et  caeterse  hsereticorum  peftes, — ^poteft  illie  et  baptifrpa 
pnum  e(fi;,  fi  eft  ct  fides  una,  Epift.  Jubaiano,  Tea.  i.  4.  Oper.  p.  ai8. 
11$, 
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**fm!axe&ntofau|tndettiro[  Agrippinus,  (aoder  whom, 
.  *  k  U  4fmight,  'TcndUia  wrote  »)  by  whofe  infloencc  it 
«u4ecnfld»  b^iicaia^Df  biihops,  that  all  heretics  SioitU 
be  verhapdllcd  f. 

'  It  fe'evidnt  that  TtftdUaa  himfelf  was  of  this  opinion. 
'  B»  lingnige  proTCt  thif,  while  it  affords  further  evideoM 
t^iiH  Kdcened  heBeoes  (among  whom  were  Unitanuu) 
wercaxdtidtdfiiHDcomnniiion.  "  For  heretics,"  he  %i, 
**  itm  no  fdloifftip  in  onr  difcipline,  as  the  very  denul 
**  MctMHDoiuoD  totiiem  proves  that  they  are  extraDcons,' 
*■,  fndl  U  art  Wttuit.  "  I  ought  not  to  acknowledge  ia 
■**  Aem  wlut  ii  cnjuned  oame,  becaufe  they  and  we  have 
*  not  die  fame  God,  nor  one,  that  is,  the  fmni  Chrijt. 
**  Therefere,  nkitini  ii  dieir  baptilJii  one,  becaufe  it  is  not 
*■  die  fame  J." 

But  Dc  P.  ii  Aitermiaad,  ifpofiible,  to  find  a  pbcelgr 

kil  predcceffors  within  the.pale  of  the  church.     "  The  bi- 

**  fiiopi'*  he  fiijt,  "  and  i^incipal  clergy,  zealoua  for  tbc 

*•  doftrinc  cJthe  Trinity,  might,  of  their  own  accwd,  !»■ 

**  rangne  tbeir  nadiences  on  the  fubje£l,  or  they  might  pr^ 

**  as  Trinitarians ;  but  if  the  Unitarians   could  iearviitii, 

**  they  might  fttll  continue  in  cooimunion  with  then))  Acre 

**  being  no  law  or  rule  to  exclude  tbetn  §."    That  (he/ 

were  excluded  by  the  creed,  that  ia  by  the  general  M'tf 

of  the  church,  has  been  already  proved.    If  they  could  biaf 

%oith  Trinitarian  ezpoAtions,  harangues   and  prayers,  thej 

could  not  be  Uoitartans  in  principle  :  for  they  could  not  be 

fiippo&d 

*  Baronii  Annil.  Vol.  \\.  A.  117. 

f  Cfpriau.  nbi  fup.  fcA.  3. 

1  Heretici  «iileni  nallam  babenl  confortium  nofttts  difciiiUni.  qa* 
ntnneai  uilqiie  trSatur  ipfk  idemp'to  cummuiiiciuoiiis.  Kuu  dcbcoU 
ilia  caf  Dofccre  quod  mjbi  tl)  pnEceptum,  quia  nan  idea  Deu  cit  ihM> 
«t  illia,  ntc  unai  Cbciflui,  id  eft  idem,  |>tc£qae  nee  tHptiTmu  aM>i 
qiua  tK>0  idem.    De  BtptJCno,  c.  14.  ■ 

$Vol.iu.  p.»36. 
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» 

fuppofied  to  have  any  principle*     Thej  muft  have  horn^ 
withy  naj,  joined  in  what  they  accounted  blafphemy,  and 
conftantly  fubmitted  to  die  miniftrations  of  thofe  whom  they 
reckoned  idolaters. 

We  are  afiiired  by  TertuUiaiiy  that  if  they  declared  their 
doubts  only,  they  were  confidered  as  men  who  were  not 
ChriJHani.  .Thus,  it  is  evident,  that  they  could  nAt  avow 
their  Unitarian  tenets,  and  continivs  in  communion.  If  they 
chofe  to  conceal  them,  and  o^twardjy  to  fubmit  to  the 
church's  expofition,  believing  it  to  be  falfe  \  they  did  fo  at 
th^ir  own  peril.  The  church  could  not,  on  this  account, 
be  laid-''  not  to  exclude"  them.  Thefe  only  true  Chriftians 
were  men  who  only  believed  with  the  heart.  They  made 
Vio  confeJfioH  with  the  mouth.  If  Dr  P.  choofes  to  own  them 
on  thefe  terms ;  he  b  welcome  to  all  the  honour  he  can  de« 
rive  from  fuch  a  connexion.  But  what  could  he  coolly 
think  of  that  man,  who  although  at  heartr  a  Socinian, 
would  not  only  fu^fcribe  the  Thirty-nine  Articles  of  the 
Church  of  England,  ^ut  profei&onally  join  in  all  the  Tri« 
nitarian  prayers  and  doxologies  of  that  church  ? 

The  Dodor's  hypotheiis  flatly  contradifb  the  tefiimony 
of  Irenseus ;  who  declares  that  **  the  church,  which  is  uni« 
**  verfal,  hath  one  and  the  fame  faith  throughout  the  whole 
"  world  V  The  Rule  ^f  Faith,  given  by  him,  as  diredly 
oppofes  Unitarian,  as  Gnofti*  errors.  **  We  hold,"  h» 
fays,  "  the  rule*  of  truth,  that  is,  that  there  is  one  omni- 
"  potent  God,  who  made  all  things  by  his  Word,"  iJc  t» 
That  Chrift  is  here  meant  is  undeniable.    For  Irenaeus 

not 

varrci  t«»  xto-fi^K      Lib.  I.  C.  4« 

•)•  Cum   tencamus  ^aatem  nos  rc^lam  veritatis,  id  eft,  quia  fit  anas 
Peus,  quia  onmia  coudidit  per  Verbum  fuuai,  &c.    lb.  c  i^ 

-2 
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•not  only  quotes  the  beginning  of  John's  Gorpel,  and  CoL  i, 
36.  where  the  creation  of  all  things,  vijible  and  inviJhU,  '» 
afcribed  to  Chrili ;  but  he  uniformly  defcribes  bis  bavioot 
ss  the  Word  ot"  the  Father. 

Oar  author  well  knows  the  faith  of  the  venerable  BUbcf  I 
of  Lyons-  Now,  he  declares  that  thia  was  the  faith  recei- 
ved by'the  whole  church  ;  and  oppofes  this  Rule  to  all  the 
herefics  he  was  about  to  mention,  to  that  of  Ebionites  as  w*Il 
as  Gnoflics.  For  he  fays;  "  Therefore,  holding  this  niK 
*'  although  they  differ  much  and  in  a  great  variety  of  wayj, 
"  we  can  ealily  demonftrate  that  they  have  departed  iram  , 
"  the  truth  •." 

But  though  it  fhould  be  refufed,  as  from  what  we  hvn 
feen  cannot  be  juflly  done,  that  that  was  properly  die 
Creed,  which  was  the  belief  of  the  church  called  CathoKc, 
according' to  the  received  meaning  of  the  words;  it  nuy 
be  demonflrated  that  Unitarians  were  excluded  by  (he 
very  ieiter  of  it.  It  might  be  urged,  that  no  Unitariu 
could  confcientioully  fay ;  "  1  believe  in  Jefus  Chrift,  hii 
on/y  Sun,"  as  exprelTed  by  the  Latin  church,  or  "  Itis  at 
"  0'  l"g''^^f"  Sun,"  as  in  all  the  Greek  copies  f:  becanJe 
he  did  not  believe  in  Chrift,  as  either  the  only,  or  the  only- 
htgottcn  Son  of  God  ;  admitting  man,  though  in  an  iofe- 
nor  degree,  to  a  participation  in  the  fame  kind  of  Sonftipi 
It  might  be  urged,  that  the  catholic  church  undoubtedly 
conlidered  Unitarians  a^  excluded  by  this  article.  For  Max* 
imus  Taurinenfis,  who  floutiflied  A.  421,  gives  this  as  the 
imdiCpuied  mt-ming  of  the  language:  "  He  b  called,  1 
*'  believed  to  be,  the  oniy,  or  the  ody-begottrn,  becaufe  be 

"  is 

*  Mine  ergo  tenmtfs  rcgnbm,  licet  valdc  T^rli  ct  oiulu  dicuit,  (>dl( 
ew  dc¥ude  ■  veriuCe  irguiDiuI.     lb. 

f  pewron  on  the  Creed,  p.  10^, 
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•*  id  the  onlj  one  fo  begotten,  and  hath  no  partner  in  his 
"nativity  V  • 

But  I  fhall  infill  on  that  article  only,  which  refpeded  his  1 

miraculous  conception.    Both  Irenaeusf  and  TertuUiant 

mention  this  as  contained  in  the  Rule  of  Faith  in  their 

times.     All,  who  mention  Ebion's  tenets,  fpeak  of  him  as 

denying  the  miraculous  Conception.     Our  author  thinks  it 

probable  that  all  the  V  early  Ebionites  did  fo  $•    We  have 

no  reafon  to  think  btherwife,  efpecially  as  Irenaeus  fpeaks  ' 

of  the  Ebionites,  without  exception,  as  following  Theodo- 

tion  with  f'efpedl  to  this  article  ||.     We  hear  of  none,  to 

whom  this  name  was  given,  believing  the  miraculous  coflcep- 

tion,  before  the  time  of  Origen.  Dr  P.  goes  fo  far  as  to  afiert 

that  the  difbelief  of  this  do£faine  '*  extended  likewife  to  the 

•*  Gentile  converts,  probably  the  majority  of  them  even  in 

•*  the  time  of  Juftin  Martyr  •♦.'*    He  fays  of  Gentiles  wha 

denied  this  do£hine  :  ^'  Some,  and  probably  a  confiderable 

"  number  (or  they  would  hardly  have  been  mentioned  at 

••  all)  remained  to  the  time  of  Origen  ff  •"     He  afterwards 

mentions  it  as^'  very  probable,  that  the  difciples  ot  Paulus 

**  Samofatenfis,  and,  if  fo^  the  generality  of  the  Gentile 

**  Unitarians  of  his  time,  difbelieved  the  miraculous  con- 

'*  ception,  and  paid  no  regard  to  the  introduction  to  the 

•*  Gofpel  of  Luke,  any  more  than  that  of  Matthew  %%** 

I  ihall  afk  no  other  proo&  than  thofe  with  which  Dr  P. 
fumifhes  me.    The  natural  conclufion  is,  if  the  Ebionites, 

if 

•  Unicus  autem,  vel  unigcnitus,  annunciatur  et  creditor,  quia  unus  ita 
tft  gcnitus,  ncque  habet  in  nativitati  cottlbrtem."    Homil.  in  Symbol. 

t  Adv.  haer.  1.  i.  c.  a.  \  De  Virgin.  V eland;  c.  i. 

t 

5  Vol.  iv.  p,  «4.  II  Lib.  iii.  c  24. 

♦•  Vol.  it.  p.  84.  tt  ^^'  P-  *i-  *t  lb.  p.  8p. 
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if  the  Gentile  JJnitarians  in  the  time  of  Jiiftln,  if,  very  pro- 
hably,  the  difciples  of  Paul  of  Samofata,  denied  the  min-  I 
culoua  conception ;  the;  were  all  excluded  by  the  creed, 
as  it  flood  in  the  carlieft  ages. 

Our  author  fcems  to  have  forefeen  this  inference,  »nJ 
endeavours  to  provide  againft  it.  Becaufe  both  Jcwifti  ftwl 
Gentile  Unitarians  denied  this  do£b*ine,  he  concludes,  that 
"  we  cannot  infer  from  Irenaus  inferting  the  article  of  the 
"  miraculous  conception  in  bit  glofi  on  the  Creed,  that  it 
"  was  the  belief  of  ail  Cbrijiians.  Like  Tertullian  at  ' 
"  ter  him,  lie  might  have  put  into  it  the  articles  of  hif 
"  own  faith  •.'"  But  this  coricluiion  involves  a  fulfe  fuppft- 
fition.  For,  as  has  been  proved,  thefe  ancient  writer*  did 
not  reckon  the  Unitarians  Cbriliiam.  But  the  Doftor  bai 
taken  care  not  lo  infert  the  pal  ige  in  Irenasus  which  he  had 
in  his  eye.  Does  he  refer  to  that  in  the  fecond  chapter  of 
the  firfl  Book?  There  Irenieus  afferts  that  the  church,  "  dif- 
"  perfeJ  through  the  whole  world,  to  the  very  ends  of  the 
"  earth,  hath  received  from  the  apoHleS,  and  their  difd- 
"  pies  that  faith  which  is  in  one  God, — who  hath  decland 
*•  — that  generation  which  is  of  a  Virgin  -f-."  So  £tr  is  ibis 
from  being  his  own  glofs,  that  he  attefts  the  reception  of 
tliis  doftrine  by  the  whole  church.  "  As  the  church,"  he 
lays,  "  difperfed  throughout  the  world,  bath  received,  Die 
"  diligently  preferves  this  declaration,  and  this  feiih  J." 
This  he  elfewhere  afErms  to  be  "  the  old  tradition  J." 

Although 

•  VjI.  i».  p.  ji. 

f  Ecclelia  cnim  per  univrrrnrn  orhen^  ufque  id  iinel  tens  reiBuiill, 
ct  lb  npoilolii,  et  difcipulis  ennim  accepit  um  Gilem,  (juz  ell  in  nauit 
Dei)m. — qui  pet  Pro^ilicia)  prxdinvit — cam  qus  e&  tx  Virgine  geiM- 


J  Hanc  pnedicalionem  cum  irccpetil.  et  ham:   Edem.  i 
pnedililtliu,  EccleGa,  et  quidem  in  Dnivrrlutn  aiundum  diflcmiiutlf  &» 
ligentcr  cnllodit.    Lili.  L  c   3. 
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Although  Dr  P.  aflerts  thsit  Tertullian,  gives  only  his 
own  ^xpofidon  of  the  Creed,  in  the  work  de  Pra/crzpttomi- 
tuSf  he  grants  that  in  his  treatife  de  Virginibus  Velandis^ 
he  "  recites  the  feveral  articles  of  it,  as  it  flood  in  his  time  *«'^ 
If,  therefore^  the  Ebipnites,  and  the  greateil  part  of.  Gen- 
tSe  Unitarians  denied  the  miraculous  conception,  as  our  au« 
thor  acknowledges,  were  not  all  thefe  exprelsly  excluded  bj 
that  article  recited  by  TertuUian ;  ^  Bom  of  the  Virgia 
lifary  +  ?"  Could  Jefus  be  bom  of  a  Virgb,  and  yet  have 
Jbfeph  for  his  father?  That  this  article  was,  in  anciefit 
times,  generally  underftood  as  oppofed  to  Unitarians,  » 
much  as  Gnofiics,  is  evident  from  the  manner  in  which 
Gennadius  Ms^^enfis  explains  it :  ^  Although  the  Son  o£ 
God  was  bom  of  a  woman,  yet  it  was  not  by  the  conjunc- 
tion of  a  man,  as  Ebum  affirms  %.'* 

Jn  the  Creed  of  Aqtiilela,  and  as  would  feem,  in  fodle 
others,  the  words,  invifihle  and  impfiffible^  were  added  tA> 
|he  claufe  concerning  the  Father.  This,  Ruffinus  fays,  was^ 
on  account  of  the  Patrtpajpans  $.  Before  the  time  of  Paul 
of  Sanioiata,  thefe  feem  to  have  been  the  only  Gentile  Uni- 
tarians who  troubled  the  church. 

Before  leaving  this  fubjed,  we  may  attend  to  one  obfer- 
vation  made  by  our  author.  ^*  Indeed,  I  believe  it  is  the 
^  general  opinion  of  learned  Chriftians,  that  the  Apoftles 

^  took 

*  Letters  to  Dr  Horfley,  P.  i.  p.  47,  ' 

f  Natum  ex  Virgine  Maria,  De  Virg.  Veland.  ex. 

\  Natus  eft  ergo  Dei  Filius  ex  homine,  et  non  per  hominem,  id  d^ 
son  ex  viri  coira,  ficut  Ebion  dicit.  Inter.  Oper«  Au^uiUn.  VoL  iii  De 
Ecclef.  Dogmat.  p.  259. 

§  His  additnr  invijibilem  et  impajfibilem.  Sciendum  tjnod  duo  illi  ftx- 
mones  in  EccleHse  Romanae  fymbolo  non  habentur :  conftat  autem  apal 
DOS  additos,  hzrefeos  caufa  Sabellii,  iilius  profedlo  quae  a  noftris  I^atii^ 
padiana  appellatur.    Expof.  in  Symbol.  fei5t.  vil. 
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"  took  no  great  cure  to  inculcate  this  dodrine  (of  the  mi- 
"  raculous  conception}  but  cliiefly  urged  articles  of  pout 
"  TDoment.  Among  oiben,  1  iball  give  ia  the  mar^  i* 
"  opinion  of  Bifbop  Boll  to  this  purpofe  *.'"  All  thai  fli- 
Ibop  Boll  lays,  u;  "  It  may  be  fbrewdlj  conje3nred,  tiial 
"  the  declaration  of  this  myflery  was  refcrved  tiD  die 
"  more  fiiU  eipofirion  of  the  gofpel,  after  baptt&o  f." 
Hete  be  is  not  fpeaking  of  thofe  times  when  men  were  not 
baptifed,  tiU  after  they  had  beeta  long  in  the  Hate  of  calf- 
chumciu  ;  but  of  the  apoflolic  age,  when  they  received  tii 
ordinance  immediately  on  their  profefling  that  Jefus  wai  ffa 
Ciri/l,  the  Son  of  God. 

But  from  this  conceflion.  Dr  P.  prcfames  to  make  tit 
worthy  Bifbop  join  with  thofe  who  aflert  that  "  the  apciia 
*'  took  no  great  care  to  inculcate  this  dodrine."  Thii  ii 
entirely  in  ihe  flyle  in  which  he  treats  Athanafius.  Bccaofa 
he  fpeaks  of  the  prudenct  of  the  Apoftlcs,  in  not  enlar^ 
on  the  fubjefl  of  our  Saviour's  godhead,  when  addreffinj 
unbelieving  Jew9,  Dr  P.  is  plcafed  to  infer,  that  Athaai&H 
meant  that  "  the  Apoftles  took  no  great  care,"  at  any  tiaie, 
"  to  inculcate  this  dodriae."  He  feems  rcfotved  to  compd 
both  the  ancient,  and  the  modem  Athanafius,  to  coiun> 
bote  to  his  fcheme,  however  reluflantly.  But  we  know  thi 
man,  and  the  manner  of  bis  eommuniceUion. 

Befides  the  proof  he  wjflies  to  deHve  from  the  Creed,  he 

attempts    to   ihew   that  "  all  the  Unitarians  continuedis 

"  communi£<n  with    the  Catholic  church  till  the  time  o^ 

**  Theodotus,  about  the  year  joo  ;  t"  becauie  we  have  iw 

paniciUv 

"  Vol.  IT.  p.  Ij,  ss. 

-f  Hiid  vine  jgiiur  augiirari  licet,  hujui  Bri<\aa  propalitiaaeai  |h- 
niurl  etuigelii  cipo&tioni  poft  baptifaom  irfuvaum  tuiSk,  Opct.  p  J3^ 
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particular  account   of  any  feparate  focieties  formed    by 
them.  • 

If  they  4id  continue  in  the  church,  it  could  only  be  by 
a  bafe  ccnicealment  of  their  principles,  and  by  fymbolizing 
with  bthers  in  dleir  fuppofed  idolatry;  For  we  have  feen, 
that  the  letter  of  the  creed  exduded  all  who  denied  the  mi- 
raculous conception.  Thefe,  according  to  our  author,  form- 
cd  the  majority  of  Unitarians.  But  the  fadt  is  j  he  cannot 
prove  that  <here  were  any  Unitarians  of  another  defcription, 
in  this  early  period.  At  ariy  rate,  the  defign  and  meaning 
of  the  creed  excluded  them  all.  If  they  declared  their  fen- 
timents,  and  did«not  retra£t  them^  if  they  even  continued 
to  doubt ;  they  Were  "denied  to  be  Chriftians,  and  pronoun- 
ced heretics.  '  Can  it  be  fuppofed  that  the  perfon,  who  de- 
clared thofe  to  be  antichrifis  that  denied  Chrifl  to  be  the 
Son  of  God,  who  reckoned  the  Ebionites  heretics  on  this 
accounty  ai|cd  who  went  fo  far  as  to  urge  that  all  heretics 
{hould  be  re-baptized,  would  continue  in  a  conimunion  in 
which  avowed  Unitarians  were  tolerated,  without  one  ef- 
fort for  the  vindication  of  injured  truth,  or  without  a  fingle 
.complaint  ?  Would  he  dare  to  fay,  that  fuch  were  extras 
neous  (no/Iris  ecclejtts)  in  the  eftimation  of  the  various 
branches  of  the  Catholic  church ;  if  the  whole  of  that  church, 
as  well  as  the  heretics  of  whom  he  fpeaks,  could  have  given 
him  the  lie  ? 

But  as  we  learn  from  Ruffinus,  that  Ebion  aflembled  a 
church  diftindt  from  the  Apoftolic,  it  is  equally  clear,  from 
what  he  advances,  that  this  was  done  by  "  all  the  other 
**  heretics."  Their  feparation  from  the  church,  indeed,  is 
the  very  proof  given  by  that  writer  of  the  propriety  of  the 
charader  he  had  beftowecl  on  her,  as  being  that  "  holy 
«•  church  which  had  not  fpot  or  blemifli."  He  muft  alfo 
be  underftood,  as  declaring  the  conduft  of  the  church,  not 
merely  with  refpeft  to  heretics  in  his  own  time,  but  witli 
refpeft  to  all  former  heretics*     This  appears,  not  only  from 

Vol.  II,  S  his 
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his  mentioning  them  univerlally,  but  from  the  particular 
notice  he  takes  of  the  moft  ancient  heretics.  It  is  alfo  wor- 
thj  of  obfeiration,  that  he  contrafts  all  thefe  herefies,  whe- 
ther in  his  own,  or  in  former  ticpes,  with  the  unity  of  the 
church,  as  "  taught  to  believe  in  one  God  under  the  my- 
"  ftery  of  it  Trinity"."  Thence  it  appears,  that  he  bad 
efpcciatly  thofe  hereiieS  in  his  eye,  which  are  oppoled  to 
this. 

What  Dr  P,  afTcrts  feems  very  probable,  that  none  of 
the  Gsntile  Unitarians  left  the  communion  of  the  churcli, 
before  Theodotua.  But  are  we  thence  to  conclude,  with 
him,  not  only  that  the  church  tolerated  them,  but  that  tfacy 
were  tie  majority  ?  Surely,  tliere  never  was  a  more  ground- 
leis  inference.  We  have  feen,  that  the  fir(l  fuppofitiOois 
contradicted  by  all  the  contemporary  accounts  of  the  tempa 
uf  the  church  at  that  time.  'Ilierefore,  indead  of  fuppoCsg 
that  the  Unitarians  were  the  majority,  the  only  idea  tint 
wc  can  fbrm  is,  that  if  they  had  any  exiilence  in  the  chordi, 
they  virtually  abjured  their  principles.  Thus,  if  the  Doc- 
tor's argument  prove  any  thing,  it  proves  tliat  there  wtrc 
no  av'j'wed  Unitariitna  in  the  church,  before  ThcodotBS 
This  muJl,  indeed,  be  acknowledged  a^  the  fafl,  if  we  have 
the  leaft  refpefl  to  ancient  hiilory.  For  Hufebius  dedatc 
that  "  Theodotua  was  the  father  of  tlits  God-denying  o^ 
"  Jlacy  .'"  that  is,  he  was  the  firll  Gentile,  in  the  commu- 
fuon  of  tlie  church,  who  thus  abandoned  her  prinapk«i 

SEC- 


•  Hi  erga  qui  fapra  in  u 

urn  •Dtnm  cnitie   ilo^i  funl,  ta<i  mjntM 

TriniHtis,  ensleie  lioc  ctia 

n  dtbrnt   ursm   rfTe  tccliliim   OnAta-^- 

Uta  dt  ttgo  dn&i  cccMa, 

noti  h»1»™i  trucuUm  mui  nigur.  Moliin^ 

ut  Marcion,  ut  Valentiaui,  ul   Ucbtoo.  irt 

Uuichxui,    uc  Ariui,    cC 

etewri   omriei  hierf.ici.     Eipof.  in  SjbM. 
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« 

The  Gentile  Unkprians  b^d  ,d\ftm3ivf  nameji.    Of  tbe 
jUogi. 

rvR  P/5  ^^Lf^Qi^P  VjjpiffflJjit  is  9^  ^fUmf/  ^  Cf^e  as  .ey«;r  was 
.  offered  to  Xhe  ^orld.  "  The  yery  ciccuaaftance,"  be 
laysy  ''  qf  the  y^itari^  Qentilcs  haying  no  ferrate  naWf 
<«  i^of  itfelf  apro«f  tbat.tbej  ha4  no  iepfunsitie  alTembliQi, 
<<  and  were  not  ,4iAing^i^ed  irpcn  -^p  cppo^on  pi^Sj^pS 
"  ChriftiansV 

.  Tjiis  argunfieiit,  it  mud  be.evid^^t,  ,doc;s  ^Qt  prefuxne  to 
I^IPpRXK^  .the  lifMt^  \yl^di  our  ai^thor  Jhas  pre(cribed  to  bw- 
'fe^  ifi  diie  title  of , this  fedion.  Though  Aiitj  fhould  have 
fJiad/^yf^^Myz^^-muo/y  W9uld.tbis. prove  that  thejwere.^e 
moji^Myf  Itutthe  learned .<pentle^l^.tl^e8•his leave  qf .the 
pi^i^rtiubje^  for  .a  time,  and  feems  inclined,  as  in  tl^e  pre- 
'Ceding  ^^u^ai^q^,  to  con^e  jiipxfelf  to  the  proving  of  .^^ 
^lUowfliip  ^^]4i  .tfie  Qath(4ic  .'church.  £(is  proof  is,  that 
|hey  ,h^  00  feparate  name.  *Wl\at  ?  >Kcere  tl^e j  not  oall^d 
JPavdians,  SabeUians,  No^ians,  Art^onit;eSy  iJc.J  H;^ 
'thej  pot  tb^s  a  variety  c/L  Jepp^raU  jnfit^i S  This.p)^  ai^tbpr 
.ackpowle4g^*    3i|t  it  is,not,r^ffici^t« 

ilt  vmSX  either  be  prove^,  »t|vat  .Qenti^e  ^ni^^;igns  h^ 
^ne  ,i^^^(ds^<t  i^une,  ^clfiding  them^ ;  qr  bp^y^  contini^ 
to  re^iie  that.they  .were  in  a  ilate  .pf  iepfiratipn  from  tbe 
chprcb.  for  **  rtJefe,"  he  |ays,  "  jy^repnly  i^aiiic^  giy^ 
*♦  ^hem  ,Jp  jpjMticfJar  .places  frgpi  local  c^cmi^ftaiicq?." 
Tbeie  naioes  are.top  jtar.tii^ular  |or  ,our  9^or.  He  m})ft 
bsrvc  ^  genial  ff^^,  ij>cJpdi^.^,G^9|e  .Unifa^;!^,  .Fhj^- 
eyer  were  ih^ir^.lofff/ ^€ircum/i(w^es,  fffid  pf^yy  ,p^9b  ,loe^^ 
the  various  parties  differed  from  fac|ij3th^. 

♦  Vol  iii.  p.  ^37. 
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Bui  does  not  ^feparale  name,  whether  general  or  par^ 
Cular,  imply  ihe  Idea  of  feparatlon  /  Dr  P.  julllj  oblerve% 
that  "  when  bodiea  of  men  are  formed,  dtfttngnifhcd  from 
"  others  by  their  opinions,  manners  or  cutloms,  they  ne- 
"  ceffarily  become  the  fubjefts  of  converfation  and  writbg^ 
"  and  it  being  extremely  inconvenient  to  make  ufc  of  pe- 
"  riplirafes,  or  defcriptions,  particular  names  will  be  given 
"  to  them."  But  will  he  therefore  undertake  to  prove, 
that  when  thefe  bodies  are  not  only  "  diftinguiflied  from 
"others,"  but  diftinA  from  one  another,  ont  generaJ  rami 
will  be  given  to  them  all?  Is  it  not  more  natural  to 
fuppofe,  that  they  will  receive  particular  names,  diflio- 
guifhing  them  not  merely  from  the  church  tbey  have  left, 
but  from  each  other?  If  they  not  only  hold  very  di&r- 
ent  opinions,  but  appear  in  diderent  places,  and  at  diScnnt 
times  i  is  it  not  ftill  more  natural  to  fuppofe  that  ihcy  wdi 
be  varioufly  charafterized  ?  From  the  learned  writer's  or- 
dinary mode  of  reafoaing,  I  perfuade  myfelf,  that  bad  bt 
found  that  Gentile  Unitarians'  had  received  one  general  de> 
Jignation  only,  he  would  have  reckoned  the  circumlhnce 
no  lefs  favourable  to  him,  "  Why,"  might  he  have  faid, 
"  had  thefe  Unitarians  been  fcparate  from  the  church ;  ap- 
"  pearing  as  they  certainly  did,  In  different  places,  and  un- 
"  der  different  leaders,  it  cannot  be  conceived  that  thofc, 
"  from  whom  they  feparated,  would  have  unanimoufly  agreed 
*'  to  give  them  one  name.  This  b  without  a  parallel  in 
"  the  hiftory  of  the  church.  They  would  have  had  many 
"  according  to  the  variation  of  theircircumftances.  As  d«j 
"  had  noi /eparaCe  names,  while  we  know  that  they  diSertd 
"  from  one  another,  we  can  form  no  other  conclufion,  than 
"  that  tbey  were  all  in  communion  with  the  church."  Hui 
his  argument  been  thus  reverfed,  would  nottbe  ^efumftian 
have  been  much  ftronger  ? 

The  variety  of  names  given  to  thefe  heretics,  is  a  betoer 
proof  of  their  being  feparate  irom  the  church,  than  any 
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one  general  name  could  have  been.     For  as  the  variety  or 
!     particularitj  of  thefe  names,   is  no  objedion  to  theif  being 
j   what  he  caUs  feparate^  it   demonftrates  the  feparation  of 
I   thoie  to  whom  they  were  given,  not  only  from  the  church, 
I    imt  from  one  another.      The  references  conrained  in  thefe 
>    particular  de£gnations,  alfo  ihew  that  it  would  have  been 
difficult  to  have  found  a  general  one.     Perhaps,  there  was 
not  one,  that  the  Catholic  church  would  have  chofen  to  be- 
ftow  oja  heretics.     She  would  never  have  called  them  Uni- 
tariam;  being  perfuaded  that  ihe  alone  held  the  fcriptural 
dofinne  of  the  unity.     Our  author  may  give  this  name  to 
the  fcdiowers  both  of  Theodoti^,  and  of  Praxeas  *,  akhough 
tilt  former  held   that  Chrift  was  a  mere  man  ;  a«id  the  lat- 
ter, that  he  was  the  fame  perfon  as  the  Father,  and  there- 
fore, that  the  Father  (uffered.      Cyprian  calls  the  former 
jfntbropians^   and   the   latter   Patripuffians  J.      La^ntius 
'  g^ves  the  former  the  fame  name  f.     Marius  Mprcator  fays, 
that  Photinus  and  his  followers  were  called  Homuncionites^ 
by  iQie  }lpqaan  chqrch  |.      The  only   difference  between 
this  name  and  that  of  Anthropians^  evidently  is,  that  the 
f^ne  is  of  Greek,  and   the  other  of  Latin,  origin.     Thus, 
though  the  ancients  did  not  think  proper  to  cbaraderize 
thefe  heretics  by  any  one  general  name,  and  fcarcely  ccmld 
4o  ib,  beq^ufe  of  the  diametrical  oppofition  of  the  different 
parties;  they  adopted  two  of  this  defcription,  as  pointing 
out  the  two  great  branches  of  this  herefy. 

The  very  names  to  which  Dr  P.  objefts,  as  arifing  '•  from 
*•  local  circumftances,"  afford  the  ftrongeft  evidence  we 
could  wilh,  of  the  bodies  to  which  they  were  given  being 
ieparate  from  the  church.  For  thefe  names  ware  impofed^ 
according  to  her  invariable  praftice  from  the  beginning, 
with  refpeft  to  heretics.      The  Gentile   Unitarians  were 

S  3  called 

*  EpiO*.  ad  jQbaian.fe^.  4  f  Inftitut.  lib.  iv.  c.  ult. 

}  In  Rcfutat,  Anathem.  Nedorii  ap.  Ittigii  Haer.  fedl.  i.  c.  5. 
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csiiled  "  Paulians,  Sabellians,  Noetiaiis  or  Atteihoriites/* 
£rom  Paul  of  Sainofata,  Sabellius,  Noetus  and  Artemdn ; 
as  juflin  Martyr-  fays  of  other  heretics,  •*  cvfcrjr  one  being 

"  named  from  the  leader  of  the  df^inioh  *• . 

After  all,  the  Dodor  feeihs  to  think  that  he  has  difcover- 
ed  one  general  name.  "  The  name,  he  fays,  "  by  which 
**  the  Geiitile  Unitarians  were  foitietiixies  diffihgiiifb^d, — 
'<  was  that  of  Monarchijts**  But  he  will  hot  alldvir  tts  to 
derive  any  benefit  from  the  difcov'ery.  Fof  h^  adds; 
'^  This  was  probably  aflumed  by  themfelves,  from  their 
"  aflerting  the.  monarchy  of  the  Father,  in  oppofition  to  — 
<'  the  divinity  of  the  Son.  For  had  it  been  a  naxne  given 
"  them  by  their  enemies,  it  would  probably  have  been  of 
"  a  diiferent  kind,  and  have  implied  fome  reproach  f ."  The 
amount  of  this  argument  is ;  '*  The  Catholic  church  did 
'^  not  generally  beflbw  this  name  on  thofe  who  aflumed 
'^  it;  therefore,  ihe  continued  to  hold  communion  wicl; 
**  them." 

But  our  author  endeavours  to  prove  the  necefGty  of  fuct 
a  general  name,  from  analogy.  **  Had  the  Unitarians,"  he 
fays,  **  been  confidered  as  heretics,  and  of  courfe  formec 
^^  feparate  focieties,  they  would  as  certainly  have  been  di 
"  ftinguifhed  by  fome  particular  name,  as  the  Gnoftics  were 
"  who  were  in  that  fituation  J."  After  what  has  been  faid 
this  fcarcely  requires  an  anfwer.  But  as  it  is  the  main  pillai 
of  Dr  P.'s  proof,  it  may  be  obCerved  that  even  the  name  o 
Gnojlics  does  not  feem  to  have  been  univerfally  ufed  as  a  gene 
ral  defigiiation  formany  ages.  Juftin  Martyr  diftinguiflie 
thefe  heretics  by  particular  names,  from  the  founders  o 
the  various  feds,  but  does  not  mention  any  general  name 
Therefore,  according  to  the  Do6lor's  reafoning,  chey  wen 

no 

*  Dial.  p.  253.  f  Vol  iii.  p.  239.  I  lb.  p.  237. 
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not  heretics  in  the  time  of  Jaftin.  For  if  the  argument  be 
good  in  the  one  inftance,  it  muft  be  as  good  in  the  other. 
Irenaniif,  indeed,  fpeaks  of  Gnoflics  :  but  this  general,  or  as 
Dr  P.  calb  it,  iSm  particular  name  occurs  very  feldom  in  his 
work.  Tertullian  treats  of  the  Gnoflics,  as  diilind  from  Va- 
lentinians,  Marcionites,  &c.  whence  it  has  been  thought  that 
he  had  one  particular  feft  in  his  eye,  as  more  efpeciallj  di- 
flinguiflied  by  this  naine.  Origen  alfo  expreisly  diflin- 
guifhes  Valentinians  from  Gnoftics,  fpeaking  of  the  former 
us  different  from  the  latter  *•  Although  Eufebius  giv,e»  an 
adcouat  of  the  various  claiTes  pf  Gnoflics,  calling  them  after 
their  leaders,  I  have  not  obferved  that  the  general  name  is 
mentioned  by  him.  Even  Auguftine,  in  his*fliort  treatife 
on  herefy,  ufes  the  term  Gnoflics  as  the  ns^me  of  one  feft 
only.  ,  • 

But  although  this  name  had  been  univerfally  ufed,  from 
the  very  origin  of  this  herefy,  as  inclading  the  various 
clafles ;  mufl:  it  follow  that  Unitarians,  notwithftandmg  the 
variety  of  particular  defignations  they  had,  were  not  ac- 
counted heretics,  becaufe  they  had  not  a  name  of  the  fame 
kind  ?  Let  thofe  who  perceive  the  force  of  the  reafoning, 
pleafe  themfelves  with  it. 

Dr  P.,  when  fpeaking  of  thofe  who  called  **  themfelves 
"  Monarchijisy*  fays  that  they  were  diftmguiflied  by  this 
n^me  "  before  the  feparation  of  any  of  them  from  the  Ca- 
"  tholic  church' f."  But  he  has  forgot  to  give  us  his  proof 
of  this  aflertion.  Tertullian  gives  this  name  to  Praxeas 
and  his  followers,  who  made  the  Father,  Son  and  Holy 
Ghoft  to  be  one  perfon.  But  he  evidently  gives  it  in  con- 
tempt, calling  them  "  'moft  vain  Monarchians  X**  It  is  in 
the  fame  manner  that  Irenseus  admits  the  name  of  Gno- 
ftics.   Speaking  of  fome  who  gave  a  reprefentation  of  their 

S  4  '  genealogies, 

*  Cont.  Celf.  I.  5.  p.  271. 
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fjenealogies,  different  from  that  of  others,  he  fays  ;  "  Thcjr 
"  wifti  thefe  powers  to  be  confidered  as  exiiling  before  By 
"  tho3  and  Slge,  that  they  may  appear  more  pcrfitft  tliaii 
"  the  perfeft,  and  more  knowing  than  Ciiofiict  \  fo  that  one 
"  may  jtiftly  call  out  to  them,  O  trifling  fophilb  *." 

Dr  P.  grants,  that  if  the  Unitarians  had  "  been  confidei^ 
"  cd  as  heretics,"  they  would  "  of  conrfe  have  formed  fc- 
"  parate  focietie?."  But  Termlltan  dearly  fpeaks  of  the 
Monarciiiana  as  heretics.  When  anfwering  ihcir  argument, 
in  fiipport  of  that  unity  for  which  they  contended,  froin  th« 
poffibility  of  all  ihings  to  God,  he  fays ;  "  God  could  h»»i! 
*'  at  once  extiiiguifhed  Praxcas  and  others  equally  heretks: 
"  but  becaufe  he  conM,  he  haili  not  done  fo.  For  it  wai 
"  ncceiTary  that  there  /hould  be — heretic»+."  Now,  if  th( 
followers  of  PraxeSs,  who  called  themlclves  Monarchians, 
were  "  confidered  as  heretics,"  they  muft  "  of  courfe  have 
"  formed  feparatp  focicties ;"  our  author  himfelf  beiD| 
judge; 

It  is  generally  agreed  that  this  name  was  flrft  alTumed  \rj 
Praxeas  and  his  followers  J,  there  being  no  evidence  of  ic 
former  exiflcnce.  This  circnmilance  ailbrds  another  prod 
of  the  falfity  of  onr  author's  affertion,  that  the  Gentilt 
Unitarians  were  diftingtiiflied  by  this  name  before  theii 
feparation.  Tertiillian  is  the  firft  who  gives  tlicm  tlii*  dc- 
fignation,  or  indetd  mentions  it.    His  work  againft  Prazeas 


w(*f   US   hxaivt  «■  ri;  iirif  oi>ic«ii>,   tl  XaftXtr"  ^■•^■riu.     Lib.  t. 
c.  5.  p.  60. 

t  Potuit  ct  Pnxetn,  cl  omntt  piritcr  becrclkoi  ftuim  MiiuilTe :  boi 
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• 
in  which  it  occurs,  does  »not  feem  to  ^lave  been  written  till 

after  the  condemnation  of  this  heretic  by  Zephyrinus*. 
Now,  when  the  head  of  the  partjr  was  condemned,  is  it  in 
any  degree  probable  that  his  followers,  perMing  in^^eir 
errors  would  be  fuffere.d  to  continue  in  communion,  or 
would  have  continued,  although  fuffered  ? 

The  getiuine  hiftory  of  this  fed,  as  far  as  we  can  learn 
it,  feems  to  be  this.  Praxeas  brought  the  PatripaJJian 
dodiine  from  Afia,  and  was  the  firft  who  introduced  it  into 
the  Roman  territories.  He  was  condemned  by  Zephyri- 
nus, bifliop  of  Rome.  In  confequence  of  his  condemna* 
tion,  he  wrote  and  figned  a  recantation  of  his  errors. 
When  TertuUian  wrote  againft  him,  his  hand-wjiting  was 
in  poflTefiion  of  the  Catholics.  Praxeas,  after  his  condem- 
nadon,  feemed  to  amend*  But  before  he  was*condemned, 
he,  or  fome  others,  had  propagated  his  dodrine  at  Car- 
thage. For  Tertidlian,  having  fpoken  of  the  introduftion 
of  this  herefy  into  the  Roman  territories,  adds  that  "  he, 
"  being  of  a  refUefs  fpirit,  introduced  it  elfewhere."  How» 
ever,  it  foon  feemed  to  be  banifhed  from  Africa.  "  BUs 
"  tares,"  Cays  the  ancient  writer,  "  being  fcattered  hercy  bore 
**  fruit,  many  fleeping  in  ignorance  of  dodlrine  :  but  driven 
"  hence,  by  whom  it  plcafed  God  to  employ,  they  feemed 
"  to  be  even  eradicated."  Moft  probably  TertuUian  means 
modeftly  to  infinuate  that  he  was  himfelf  the  inftniment. 
The  condemnation  of  Praxeas  by  the  bifliop  of  Rome  Would 
alfo  greatly  contribute  to  the  fuppreflion  of  his  herefy. 
But  fome  time  after,  he  vented  it  anew.  The  tares  feemed  to 
be  rooted  out.  "  But,"  Tertullian  fubjoins,  "  on  all  hands 
"  they  difiufed  their  feed.  Thus  for  fome  time  in  a  hypp- 
"  critical  manner  he  lay  hid,  craftily  retaining  life  under 
"  ground  ;  and  now  at  length  he  hath  burft  forth  f  ,*'     It 

was 

*  Optat.  Milcvitan.  adv.  Parmen.  lib.  i.  ap.  Baron,  ut  fup. 
f    ^am  ifte  primus  ab  Alia  hoc  genus  perverfitatis  intulit  Romanae 

humo. 


to  Rome^  For  according  to  the  teftimony  of  Paciai: 
was  a  Montanift  *•  Nor  was  this  the  calie  afterwards 
Tertullian  fays  that  **  the  buiinefs  was  tranladed  s 
"  the  Pfychici^*  and  that  this  was  the  cauiTe  of  the  \ 
of  Praxeas*  He  not  only  refers  to  his  coodemnatio 
fpeaks  of  it  as  approved  \j  all  the  Catholic  church 
little  could  his  foUowers  be  faid  to  be  tolerated,  f 
cording  to  the  fame  writer,  when  this  heretic  firft  di£ 
ed  himfelf,  his  tares  were  call  out  of  the  African  chv 
On  the  renewal  of  his  herefj,  the  condemnation  wou 
doubtcdlj  be  renewed^  and  would  extend  to  his  folL 
They  were,  indeed,  the  very  perfons  whom  Cypria 
Patripafftam*  For  they  were  not  acknowledged  b 
name  which  they  afTumed.  He  alfo,  as  has  been  p: 
cxpreCily  calls  them  heretics,  denies,  that  they  were  < 
fame  church,  and  pleads  that  fuch,  on  their  return  fro 
refy,  fbould  be  rebaptized  f .     A^^  in  the   fame  pla 


bnmo,  et  alias  inqnietus.-—— Fcu^IficftverBnt  ivens  IVazeanai,  hi 
<)tie  fupcrfeminatx,  dorniientibus  multis  in  fiinplicitate  dodrinx 
dut^tae  dehinc  per  queen  Deu«  vMuit,  etiam  evulfae  vidcbantur.  D 
caverat  priftinuiD  Df'^or  de  emenJatione  fua;  et  manet  chirogr: 
apud  Pfychicos^T  apixl  quos  tunc  gc*(la  res  eft,  exinde  filentium.— «i 
vcio  illz    ubique  tunc  lemen  e^culTerant.     Ita  aliqaandiu  per  brp 
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refcft  ttJ  the  authtjrity  of  Agrippinus,  his  ^renerable  pre- 
deceffor,  who  rebaptized  thofe  heretics  that  rettirae4  to  the 
chutth ;  it  IS  highl jr  ptobable  that  fome  of  them  were  fnch 
ag  had  bectt  cttfrupted  by  f  raxeas,  efpeciallj  as  Agtippinns 
was  conteiliporary  with  Tertulliati,  and  therefore  with 
Pt&xeas.  At  any  fate,  if  -matters  were  then  carried  fo 
high  as  to  heretics  of  any  defcription,  there  is  not  the  leaft 
probability  that  thofe  who  denied  the  Trinity  would  be 
fpared. 

*  .  * 

As  Dr  P.  caiinot  fay  of  Epiphanios,  as  he  fays  of  Juftin 
Martj(r»  that  he  has  treated  the  Unitarians  with  ''  great  re- 
"  fped,"  he  takes  efvery  opportunity  of  quarrelling  with 
him,  &ve  where  he  can  turn  any  general  or  Ibofe  expref- 
fion  his  own  way.     He  fummons  this  father  to  his  tribunal, 
on  occafi<Hi  of  his  '*  ineffe6hial  endeavour  to  impofe  bn" 
our  author's  worthy  predeceflbrs  the  name  of  Alogu    "  As 
to  the  term  Alogi"  he  fays,  "  given  to  the  Unitarians 
by  Epiphanius,  it  may  be  fafely  concluded,  that  it  was 
impofed  on  a  ^^Ife  pretence,  viz.  their  denying  the  au- 
dienticity  of  the  writings  of  the  ApofUe  John,  and  their 
•*  afcribing  them  to  Cerinthus  *."     Dr  P.  feems  to  reft  his 
aiTertion  on  three  arguments.     The  firft  is,  that  for  this 
"  tl^ere  is  no  evidence  befides  his  own."  This  we  fliall  confi- 
der  afterwards.     The  fecond  is  founded  on  his  "  not  pre- 
f*  tending  to  have  had  it  from  the  Unitarians  themfelve*." 
But  this  is  evidently  of  no  weight.     For  if  it  was  a  matter 
of  notoriety  in  the  time  of  Epiphanius,  he  would  never 
think  of  aiking  information  from  them.     Had  Epiphanius 
pretended  that  this  was  the  fource  of  his  intelligence,  it  is 
not  improbable  that  the  learned  Gentleman  would  have 
told  us  that  he  had  miftaken  their  meaning ;  that  if  this  had 
been  true,  it  would  have  been  generally  known,  and  there- 
fore that  Epiphanius  would  have  had  no  occafion  to  apply 

t9 
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to  them  for  information ;  or  that  they  meant  to  fport  with 
_  his  credulity. 

I  His  third  reafon  follows  :  "  It  is  fufficiently  evident  thit 

I  "  there  could  not  have  been  any  Chrillians  who  rejeiSed  all 

X  "  the   writings  of  John  before  the  time  of  Eufebitis,  who 

*'  conllders  very  particularly  the  objeftions  that  had  been 

*'  made   to  all  the  books  of    the  New  Teftament.     AnA 

"  that  the  feme  people  fliould  rejeft  thefe  books  after  the 

"  time  of    Eufebiua,  and  not  before,  is  highly  improba- 

"  hie  '."     No  more  improbable,  furely,  than  that  a  grew 

^  of  the  fame  people  who  had  for  nearly  two  centuria 

imouOy  rejeEled  the  introdjftion  to  Matthew's  Gofpel, 

1  afterwards  acknowledg    it  as  genuine. 

^  us  mentions  the  dou     •■,  entertained  with  refpefl  tg 

evelation,  when  particula  .zing  the  books  of  the  New 

^  iment  received  by  commo..   confent  ^.     Afterwards  he 

■  rehearfcs  the  account  "  'en  by  Dionyfius  of   focu* 

re;e6led  this  book  %.     Y     alfo  mentions  the  Ebionitn 

^  as  acknowledging  only  the  Gofpe!  to  the  Hehrews.     Our 

author  him felf,  when  enumerating  the  fncred  books  of  tin 

Ebionitts,  does  not  pretend  tliat  they   received  any  other 

part  of  the  New  Teftament  |j.     Therefore,  he  mull  eidier 

retraft  his  affcrtion,  that  "  there  could  not  have  been  «y 

"  Chriflians  who  rcjcfted  all  the  writings  of  John,  before 

*'  the  time  of  Eufebius  ;"  or  grant  what  many  are  already 

perfuaded  of,  that  the  Ebionites  were  no  Cbriftitiit!.     Ic- 

tleed,  vhen  Eufebiua  alTurts,  in  one  place,  that  the  four  Go- 

fpels,  the  Epiftles  of  Paul,  ISc.  were  "  received  by  commoi 

"  confent  _J,"  and  in  another  ••,  informs  us  that  the  Ebio- 

nitea  received  the  Hebrew   Gofpel  only,  and  rejeiied  ali 

the  Epifiles  of  Paul  -,  it  is  evident  that  he  did  not  coofider 

then 

•  Vol- iii.  p,  Zjo,  t  Hilt.  1.3,  CIS.  J  Ibid.l-7.cJ3. 

I  Vol.  iii,  p.  212,  5  Hitt.  1.  j.  c.  15.  ••  IbU.  f.  j;, 
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them  as  Chriftians.  As  he  does  not  reckon  the  objections 
of  the  Ebionites  to  the  Gofpel  of  John  worthy  to  be  men- 
tioned, although  other  Unitarians^  of  Gentile  extraftion, 
had  alfo  made  objedions  to  it,  he  might  deem  them  equally 
unworthy  of  his  attention. 

But  has  Epiphanius  faid  that  they  "  rejefted  all  the  wri- 
**  tings  of  John  ?"  This  is  merely  the  language  of  his  inter- 
preter, Epiphanius  fimply  fays;  "  They  do  not  properly 
•'  receive  the  books  publiflied  by  the  holy  John.— For  they 
"  fay  that  they  are  not  John's,  but  thofe  of  Cerinthus ; 
*•  and  affirm  that  they  are  not  worthy  to  be  in  the  church  *.** 
He  Only  afTerts  indefinitely  what  Eufebius  had  particularly 
aflerted  with  refpeft  to  the  Revelation  f .  Epiphanius,  in- 
deed, afterwards  fpeaks  of  them  as  rejecting  the  Gofpel  of 
John. 

There  is  no  evidence,  however,  from  the  account  of  the 
Alogi  given  by  Epiphanius,  that  he  meant  to  confine  the 
hame  to  Gentile  heretics.  He  feems  to  have  invented  it  for 
the  purpofe  of  including  all  who  denied  the  authenticity  of 
John's  .Grofpel,  or  the  true  do&ine  concerning  the  Logos, 
whether  Jews  or  Gentiles.  That  he  means  no  fingle  body 
of  heretics,  is  pretty  clear  from  his  not  mentioning  any 
leader,  or  particular  place  where  the  herefy  made  its  ap- 
pearance ;  which  is  his  ordinary  plan.  That  he  includes 
the  Ebionites  and  Cerinthians  alfo,  is  highly  probable  from 
his  mentioning  both  Ebion  and  Cerinthus,  as  aflerting 
tliat  Chrift  was  a  mere  man,  in  the  fe&ion  immediately 
preceding  that  in  which  he  introduces  the  name  •,  and  be- 
caufe  he  afterwards  fpeaks  of  the  doftrine  of  John  as  di- 

reftly 

fAivx,    '       Myatri   yx^   fin  ettxt  aura  I*;a>y»,  aXXet  Ki^tt^a'  xat  Hf. 
a^ttt  uvrot  (fatatY  et»ttt  ly  EiexAi}0'<««     Hser*  5'*  f^dtt  3* 

f  Hift.  lib.  7.  c.  ^s. 
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pcfite  to  the  erroTS  of  both  *.  In  tliis  Deofc  he  i> 
— d  by  the  learned  Fabri<yus  \.  Epiphanius  aftcr- 
defcubes  the.Theodotiaiis  as  a  branch  of  the  jiJagi. 
-.  our  author  reckons  without  his  hofl,  when  he  L> 
j..^».d  to  fay  of  the  charge  exhibited  b/  fLptpbaoiui  »- 
gaipft  thefe  heretics,  thai  "  there  is  no  evidence  for  it  befidci 
"  his  o^vn."  The  fame  thing  is  affcMed  by  PhiJafter,  « 
writer  nearly  of  the  fame  age.  He,  having  deicribed 
another  clafs,  fays ;  "  After  tbefe  are  the  heretics,  who  do 
"  not  receive  the  Gofpel  according  to  John,  and  his  Reve. 
■"  lation  i  and  as  they  do  not  i  derftand,  nor  dcfire  to  lea™ 
"  the  power  of  the  fcripture,  they  continue  jyerilliiiig  in 
"  hercfy,  fo  that  tliey  even  dare  to  fay  chat  thefe  are  the 
"  works  of  that  heretic  Cerinthus  ;  and  that  the  Revela- 
"  tion  itfelf  is  not  that  of  the  bleffed  John  the  Evangelijt 
"  and  ApolUe  t-"  Auftin  gives  a  limilar  teilimony.  "  The 
"  Alogians,"  he  fays,  "  ate  fo  denoniinated,  as  being  witb* 
"  out  the  Word,  (for  -mord  in  Greek  is  called  Logos)  be- 
"  caufe  they  are  unwfilling  to  receive  God  the  Word,  coor 
"  tempCuoufly  rejeftiiig  the  Gofpel  of  John,  as  thfy  do  n« 
"  receive  his  Revelation.  For  they  pretend  that  tbefc 
"  are  not  his  writiogs  |[." 

The  anonymous  author  of  the  Praieflinmi,  as  the  work 

•  Her.  si-fifl-  i.p-  i!- 

t  BibtioUi.  Gric,  vol.  il!.  lib.  4.  c-  S-  P-  '4l. 

t  Pofthdifuothirotici,  qui  JC Kins clium  fecuntluro  Jojnnem  «  A' 
pecalypiim  ip<iu<  nun  accijiiunt,  et  curn  not)  inteliigant  virtufm  S<np- 
tiirs  ner  drfiderBnt  dircere.  in  hzrcli  peimiiDCDt  pcreunwi,  at  (dia 
Ceiinlhi  illiut  hnsreliri  rde  sniJe.itit  dicFT«.  ct  Apoalfiilin  Itidem,  bod 
beati  Joannii  Ennngeliltz  et  Apoftoli,  Ted  Ceiiatbi  h»ietici.  PbililL 
de  Hxr.  c  60.  (p.  Lampe  Prolcg.  in  Juan. 

y  Alogiani  proptf «»  41  vocantur,  tuicguim  fine  virho  (Loj-ij  enim 
CiTBcc  itrbum  dicitut)  quia  Dcum  verbum  rtcipere  ndlucrunt.  Jmsbi.' 
£iiingelium  nMJHKntfs,  cujui  nee  ApocalfpGn  accipiunt,  bai  Tidtlkl. 
fctiiilurs!  nes»nt  tffc  ipfju).    De  Hirt'.  c.  33.  vol.  »L  p.  >. 


•  « 
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is  generally  called,  by  fome  'feppofed  to  have  beea  Prima- 
fius,  fays;  "The  thirtieth  herefy  is  .that  of  the  Alogi. 
"  They  are  ib  called,  becaufe  they  refufe  to  acknowledge 
«  the  Word  to  be  the  Son  of  God  ;  in  fo  muclr  that  they 
"  affirm  that  the  Go^el  of  St  John  is  not  his ;  nor  do  they 
"  receive  his  Revelation  *•"  The  lame  thing  is  aiTerted 
by  Oaiaaicenus  :  "  They  are  called  Mlogi  by  us,  who  re- 

jed  the  Goipel.  according  to  John,  and  his  Revelation ; 
**  becaufe  tl^ey  receive  not  God  the  Word,  proceeding  from 
**  the  Father,  and  eternally  exifting  f ."  From  the  manner 
in  which  he  exprefles  himfelf,  one  would  be  apt  to  con- 
clude that  there  were  fuch  heretics  even  in  his  time. 

Irenaeus  fpeaks  of  fome  who  rejeSed  the  Gofpel  of  John, 
becaufe  it  contained  the  prdmife  of  the  Paraclete  ;  whereas 
they  oppofed  the  fpirit  of  prophecy.  It  may  be  thought  that, 
had  he  meant  the  Ebionites,  it  would  have  been  more  natu* 
ral  to  have  mentioned  Jdin's  doftrine  concerning  the  Word, 
9&  the  reafoa  of  their  rejeding  his  Gofpel.  But  the  denial 
of  a  prc^per  infpiration,  as  we  have  formerly  feen,  was  ano- 
ther charadker  ef  thefe  heretics.  It  feems  almoft  certain 
tlMit  he  referred  to  theln,  becaufe  he  adds  ;  '^  It  is  to  be  un- 
"  derflood  that  thofe  of  this  kind  alfo  receive  not  the  A- 
^  poiUe  Paul."     Becaufe  of  their  oppofition  to  the  do£lrine 

of 

f  TriceHma  bsereGs  eft  Alogoram ;  propt^rea  fie  vocantur,  quia 
Terbum  Dei  cffe  Filium,  accipere  noluiit:  in  tantum  ut  Evangeliuin 
San^i  Joannis  dicant  ipGus  non  eflfe  :  nee  Apocalypfio  accipiuat  ejufdem 
Joannis.  Hzr.  30.  See  an  account  of  this  work,  and  of  the  different 
editions  of  it,  in  the  preface  to  Ittig.  DifTcrtat.  de  Hxrefiarchis ;  Cave 
Hift.  Literar.  A.  550. 

•J-  KKeyti   tt^^    tfAUP   uXthifn^,  01  to  Lvccyyi>,i09   to  kxtk  1uat>n* 
mSirvntf,  k«i  to»  ATroxaXvxJ/tK  avrtf,   hx  to*  gASorra  m  t«  IlaT^cc 
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the  Sptiit,  he  reckons  tbem  guilty  of  the  unpardonablt 


As  this  clrcumllance  is  attefted  by  fo  many  writers  bt- 
fides  Epiphaniiis,  our  author's  bold  aiTeition  is  a  ftrikinj 
proof,  among  many,  of  his  careleffnefs  as  an  hiftorian.  Ont, 
who  ciaiins  tills  ^elignation,  ought  to  examine  a  little  mm 
accurately.  An  unlimited  aflertioo,  in  oppoliiion  to  furh 
abundance  of  proof,  13  not  merely  ^  proclamation  of  oie'i 
own  ignorance,  but  an  inexcufablc  prefumption  on  ihatcf 
the  public. 

SECTION      III. 
Ofthf  pretended  Refpifi  with  ■which  Unilariant  -were  tr 


'TT'  H  E  third  prtfumptive  proof  is  properly  a 
-*■     lion  of   that  which  we  have   recently   1 


•f  a  coofinna 
recently  conrideicd. 
"  This  argnmeut,"  Dr  P.  fays,  "  will  have  double  force,  if 
"  we  confider  how  exceedingly  obnoxious  the  fcnttmenU  of 
"  the  Unitarians  mull  have  appeared,  if  they  had  been  drf- 
"  ferent  from  thofc  of  the  generality  of  Chriftians  at  that 
"  time  f."  Perhaps,  he  fpeaks  of  his  lad  argument  as  hi- 
ving double  force  from  this  confideration,  as>  being  confciom 
that,  although   true,  it  had  only  ha^  the  force  it  IboulJ 

have 

*  Aiii  <rerb  ut  donnoi  Spiricui  fmHrnitur,  qaod  in  novilUfflu  (eaip«' 
rtbus  recunJum  plicimrn  PaCrU  efiuriim  eft  in  buitiHiiuD)  gcnui,  illun  (pt- 
cicm  nnn  uJmiCtUTit,  que  cfl  (ecumluni  Jainnii  EnnicliBm,  in  qai 
.  Fariclctum  (k  miS^atam  Dominni  promiTic,  Qmal  et  Evuielium,  a  piv 
phelifum  repellunt  SpiTiliim, — Ditur  lulcni  jnlctligl,  ijuod  bujurmiiili 
ncque  Apoltolum  Piuluoi  rccipiunt.  In  ea  cnim  Epiltoli  qa«  <fl  ti 
Corinlhiot,  it  prophcticii  chatilmitibDj  diligctitcr  loquutui  eft,  etlni 
Tirol  c(  mulietci  in  fcclclia  prophelintei.  Fee  hacc  igiiur  omnapet- 
cioici  in  Spiritual  Dei,  in  irremilGbilc  iocidunt  pf cnium,  Lib.  j.  t.  ii> 
p.  »S9 

t  Vol,  iii.p.  141. 
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Jiave  had ;  becaitfe  it  could  in  no  refped  tend  to  fiiew  that 
Unitarians  were  the  majoritj.  For  here  only  he  begins  to 
treat  of  the  iiibjed  propofed  in  this  fe&ion.  But  the  <^on- 
fideration  mentioned,  inftead  of  proving  the  forlorn  hope  of 
the  preceding  argument,  \»  idelf  a  vague  fuppofition  found- 
ed on  a  gr<5£s  miireprelentation. 

It  is  vain  for  Dr  P.  to  fpeak  of  **  the  Unitarian  do&rine 
**  as  treated  with  fo  much  refped:,  when  it  was  iirft  men- 
^  tioned."  It  has  been  (aid  of  the  Ruffian  ladies,  0iat  they 
judge  of  the  regard  which  their  hufbands  have  for  them, 
by  the  frequency  of  their  corre&ion,  and  that  they  reckon  , 
the  fparing  ufe  of  the  rod  a  certain  mark  of  indifference* 
One  would  almoft  think,  that  our  learned  author  judged  in 
the  fame  manner  of  the  re/peSi  which  the  ancients  had  for 
Unitarians. 

^as  not  Theodotus  excommunicated  ?  If  the  majority 
were  Unitarians,  how  is  our  author  at  fiich  a  lofs  to  know 
if  his  followers  formed  a  feparate  fociety  '*  ?  When  the 
greateft  indignity  was  o&red  to  their  leader,  could  there  be 
a  nuijority  in  kis  favour,  and  yet  fo  few  among  them  at- 
tached to  his  intereAs,  that  it  cannot  be  known,  whether  he  * 
had  any  companions  in  tribulation^  and  in.  what  they  muit 
have  accounted  t&e  kingdom  and  patience  <)f  Jefus  Cbfifi^ 
When,  according  to  the  convidlions  of  the  greateft  part, 
truth  received  fo  fatal  a  fts^b,  would  there  be  no  confidera- 
ble  number,  in  all  the  churches  of  Afia,  Africa  and  Eu- 
rope, who  would  prefer  the  precious  depojvtum  tp  commu- 
nion with  a  church  of  idolaters  ?  If  this  majority  coniifted 
of  fuch  traitors,  truly  they  are  not  worth  the  contending 
&r. 

They  had  no  temptation  whatfoever  to  abide  in  the 
communion  of  that  church  which  had  excommunicated 
fheir  leader.    Our  author  cannot  pretend  that  they  were 

Vol.  II.  T  following 

#  Vol*  ill.  p.  337, 
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following  the  multitdde.  Thk,  he  fa js,  was  cfn  dieir  oiva 
iide.  The  civil  poiter  was  equsillj  againft  both*  The 
orthodox,  he  grants,  had  th^  mxA  ei  the  learned^  Bat 
would  their  learning  avail,  wbtn  it  muft  have  been  belie- 
ved that  tlm  was  the  very  fource  of  their  adolteraticm  of  the 
faith  ?  Since  there  was  fo  dear  a  majoritj,  aii4  the  pafton 
then  depended  on  the  flock,  how  were  they  not  tnmed  out? 
Wh J  do  we  never  read  of  a  fingle  ooimtet-anadtenm  finam 
the  majoritj  ?  What  'gentle-fpinted  men  mtift  tfaiife  Uniti- 
rians  have  been,  althoa^  of  the  loweft  okifres,  Who  are  ge- 
,  .  nerallj  moft  tuigovemable  ?  How  diffetent  from  the  reli- 
gious, even  of  theie  enlightened  times  ?  Poverty  and  igno- 
rance, in  that  golden  age,  produced  very  diffetent  cffisds  oa 
the  mpltitude  from  what  they  do  now. 

Did  not  Tertullian  write  againft  Praxeas  as  a  heretic  \ 
Has  it  not  been  proved,  that  he  accounted  all  who  dettied 
the  Deity  of  Chrift,  not  heretics  only,  but  antichrifts  ?  Did 
not  he  and  Cyprian  plead  that  all  heretics  ihoHld  be  re* 
baptized  ?  Did  not  Agrippinus  re&fe  to  receive  any  who 
had  borne  this  charader,  without  a  fecond  baptifin  ?  Is  it  not 
natural  to  think  that  this  was  the  general  fpirit  of  the  A- 
frican  clergy  ? 

Was  not  Praxeas  condemned,  tor  his  Unitarian  tenets, 
by  the  biihop  of  Rome  ?  Had  the  majority,  even  of  the 
African  church,  been  Unitarians,  would  not  that  bifliop 
have  refufed  communion  with  them,  if  he  had  not  formallj 
pronounced  an  anathema  againft  them  ?  Did  not  the  cod- 
demnation  of  Praxeas  give  fuch  a  fhock  to  the  caufe,  that 
he  was  obliged  to  fign  his  recantation,  and  conceal  his  fen- 
timents  ?  Could  the  tares  of  his  falfe  dodlrine  feem  to  be 
rooted  out,  as  Tertullian  fays,  if  it  was,  and  ftiU  had  been, 
that  of  the  majority  ?  Or,  according  to  the  ordinary  prin- 
ciples of  human  nature,  would  he  have  at  all  concealed  hij 
teficts,  had  he  been  affurcd  of  fuch  fupport,  as  muft  foon 

bavt 
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have  overpowered  the  clergy;,  with  all  their  learning ;  as  it 
would  have  fet  them  a  begging.  Common  fenfe  and  the 
experience  of  all  ages,  as  well  as  clear  hiftorical  teflimonyy 
crjr  out  againft  our  author's  hypotheiis,  as  in  the  higheft 
degree  paradoxical  and  abfurd.' 

He  mentions  the  perfecution  of  Servetus,  even  while  Cal« 
vin  was  him&lf  expc^ed  to  perfecution,  as  a  prefumpticm 
that  the  orthodox  would  have  proceeded  to  extremities  a«* 
gainft  the  Unitarians,  had  the  do&rine  of  the  latter  been 
novel  *.  But,  withput  entering  into  the  queftion  as  to  the 
hand  that  Calvin  had  in  this  bufinels,  the  cafes  are  entirely 
di£^rent.  He  was  then  fupported  by  the  date  of  Geneva. 
When  Theodotus  was  excommunicated,  when  Praxeas  was 
condemned,  the  Chriftians  had  not  the  protection  of  any 
flate.  Indeed,  the  condemnation  of  Praxeas  feems  to  have 
taken  place  about  the  time  that  the  perfecution  raged  againft 
the  Chriftians  in  Africa,  under  Severus.  But  though  there 
had  been  no  perfecution,  neither  party  durft  have  hazarded 
any  z&  of  perfonal  violence. 

But  this  argument  is  as  good  the  one  way  as  the  other. 
If  the  orthodox  dodrine  was  novels  and  rejeded  by  the  ma- 
jority, how  did  they  treat  their  opponents  "  with  fo  much 
•*  refpeft  ?"  If  we  can  judge  from  the  bloody  condud  of 
the  Arians,  their  kindred  friends,  they  haVe  been  fully  as 
much  difpofed  to  violence  as  the  orthodox. 

SECTION     IV. 

Examination  of  the  pretended  Evidence  from  T^ertullian^  that 
the  Majority  of  Gentile  Chriftians  were  Unitarians.  Of 
yuflin  Martyr's  tejlimony  on  thisfuhjeEi. 


D 


R  Priestley's  fourth  argument  "  in  fevour  of  the 
"  antiquity  of   the  proper  Unitarian  dodrine,"    is 

T  \  derived 

*  VqI.  iii.  p.  2^2. 
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derived  from  ^^  the  rani  and  condition  of  thole  who  held 
"  it  in  the  time  of  Tertullian."  He,  according  to  our  au- 
thor, *^  calls  them  Jimplices  et  idiota^  that  is,  Jimph  and 
"  unlearned  people ;  and  fuch  perfons,"  he  feys,  **  are  very 
''  likely  to  retain  old  opinions,  and  are  always  £ur  lels  fubjeft 
"  to  innovate  than  the  learned  •."  Dr  Horfley,  in  his  re- 
marks on  our  author's  former  work,  has  tranflatedthe  laft  of 
thefe  words,  ideots ;  as  fignifying,  according  to  the  conunoa 
ufe  of  this  term  in  our  language,  their  Jtupidity  f .  Dr  P. 
refufes  that  the  word  ever  occurs  in  this  fenfe. 

Its  being  connected  with    imprudenteSj  which    is    here 
omitted  by  Dr  P.,  fhews  that  the  ancient  writer  meant  to 
pay  no  greater  compliment  to  their  under/landings  than  to 
their  learning.     But  although  Dr  P.  ihould  be  right  in  his 
affertion  as  to  the  meaning  of  idiotee^  after  the  moft  impar- 
tial examination  of  the  pafTage,  in  its  connexion,  I  cannot 
fubfcribe  to  his  inference.     From  the  apparent  afcripdoB 
of  the  opinions  of  Praxeas  to  the  Jimple^  imprudent  and  mm- 
learned^  he  concludes  that  the  doftrine  of  the  church  was 
originally   Unitarian.      His   argument,  indeed,  partly  de- 
pends on  the  affertion  of  TertuUian,  that  "  fuch  are  always 
''  the  majority  of  believers,*'  and  that  thefe   people  were 
/hocked  at  the*  do£lrine  of  the  Trinity. 

But  TertuUian  feems  to  ufe  the  term  jimplices  in  contra- 
diftinftion  from  the  other  two.  I  am  inclined  to  this  opi- 
nion, becaufe  the  Jimple  are  the  only  perfons  to  whom  he 
has  formerly  afcribed  the  reception  of  that  error  which  he 
here  oppofes.  For  he  previoufly  expreffes  himfelf  thus: 
**  The  tares  of  Praxeas  have  borne  fruJt,  being  alTo  fcatter- 

ed  here,  many   fleeping,  Jimplicitate  doBrina:^  in  Jimpli' 

city  of  doftrine."  By  this  expreffion  he  undoubtedly  fig- 
nifies  both  their  ignorance  and  indifference  *,  alluding  to  that 
paffage,  While  menjlept  the  enemy  /owed  lis  tares. 

Bj 

♦  Vol.  iii,  p.  243.  f  Letters  to  Dr  P.  p.  71. 
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By  this  term  he  feetns  aifo  to  point  out  the  quorundam^ 
the  certain  perfons  mentioned  ^  little  before.  Having  ob« 
ferved,  that  "  whatever  is  firft  is  true,  and  that  what  is  o£ 
•*  late  date  is  falfe,*'  he  adds ;  "  But  this  rule  being  pre- 
**  fervedy  every  where  neverthelefe  for  inftru&ing  and  for- 
**  tifying  fome  certain  perfons^  there  muft  be  room  left  for 
"  retractions  ;  left  any  perverfenefs  feem  to  be  condemn- 
'^  ed  without  examination,  but  rather  under  the  influence 

of  prejudice ;  and  this  efpecially  which  thinks  that  it  pof- 

fefl*e8  nothing  but  the  truth  ;  while  reckoning  that  we  are 
'*  not  otherwife  to  believe  in  the  one  God,  than  if  he  called 
'^  him£elf  the  (ame  Father,  and  Son,  and  Holy  Ghoft." 

Now,  it  is  evident  that  the  controverted  paflage  is  intro* 
duced  as  an  illuftration  of  this.  What  immediately  fol- 
lows is  merely  a  paffing  proof  of  their  miftake  with  refpefit 
to.  the  unity.  Having  given  it  ^  his  opinion  that  '^  room 
^  fhould  be  left  for  retra&ation,  for  inftruding  and  fortify- 
''  ing  certain  perfons,"  he  proceeds  to  give  his  reafon  for  meti* 
tioning  theie,  and  for  the  wifh  he  had  expreiTed  concern- 
ing them,  by  declaring  the  matter  of  faft.  "  For^*  iays 
he,  "  the  fimple  indeed,  (as  fleeping  in  their  ignorance  of 
**  dodrine)  that  I  may  not  fpeak  of  thofe  who  are  impru- 
•*  dent  aud  unlearned,"  \£c  *.  Had  he  known  the  majority 
to  be  Unitarians,  he  would  not  have  fpoken  of  them  as 
fome  certain  perfons.  This  is  language  never  ufed  with  re- 
fped  to  a  multitude,  far  lels  the  greateft  part  of  any  large  bo- 
dy. 

T3  The 

*  Ubique  tamen  propter  inilrudlioaem  et  munitionem  quorundam,  dan- 
dus  eft  etiatn  retradlatibus  locus  :  vel  oe  videatir  unaquzque  perverlitaSy 
non  ezaminata,  fed  przjudicata  damnari,  mazime  haec,  quse  fe  exiftimat 
fneram  veritatem  poifidere,  dum  unicum  Deum  non  ali^s  patat  creden. 
dam,  qu^ro  fi  ipfum  cundemque  et  patrem,  et  filhim  et  fpiritum  ian^um 
dicat :  qaafi  non  fie  quoqae  unus  fit  omnia,  dum  ex  uno  omnia,  per  fab- 
ilaotis  icilicet    unitatem,    ct  nibilominai  cuftodiatnr  otxciofjuas   facnu 

1  mentuiD, 
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The  expreffion,  qua  major  fiMpir  ereJtatium  pari  tfi, 
ivhkh  is  our  author's  ftrong-hold,  fo  far  &om  being  aAiti 
as  implying  that  the  majority  were  UnitaiiaDS,  feems  it- 
figned  to  exprefk  the  very  contrary.  It  is  as  if  he  had  bid ; 
*'  When  1  fpeak  of  certain  perjoni,  to  whom  an  opportunity 
"  muft  be  given  of  retraSing  their  errore,  I  refer  to  the ^- 
**  p'e,  whom  I  have  already  defcribed  as  Jlieping  in  igna- 
"  ranee,  and  thence,  a  prey  to  the  enemy.  I  do  not  men- 
"  tJon  the  imprudent  and  unlearned  i  for  ill  thb  cat,  I 
"  (bould  aceufe  the  greateft  part  of  ChrilUans." 

That  the  exprefliott  muft  be  underilood  diilinftivcly,  is  fiir- 
thcr  evident  from  the  very  vford  crcdetilium.  Had  Tettnt 
lian  meant  to  aiTcrt  that  the  imprudent  and  an/eamt^i  ■>  ' 
well  as  the^mp/s,  were  carried  away  by  this  error  ;  aadtf 
the  lame  time,  that  ihcy  always  conftituted  the  majority, 
it  mull  have  appeared  to  him  the  fame  as  if  he  had  aiTeited 
fiiat  the  majority  were  thus,  milled-  But  in  this  cafe,  would 
he  have  called  them  heltevers  ?  Would  that  writer  who  af- 

fem 

mntfuB).  "P""  nniwtera  in  TciniuCem  difpoait,  tres  dlrigciM,  patrfs^  « 
filium,  et  fpiiilum  f^ndlum.  Tret  sutcni  pen  /titu  Sti,  gnda  :  mt  mV 
Jlinlia.  fed  fonna :  n«r  potcAiK,  ftd  fpecie :  uniui  »utem  Inbfti«i>, 
et  unhii  ft>tD9.  t\  uniui  poteOiti!:  <jaU  unu>  Deoi,  (i  qua  el  grtdul 
ifli  «t  (bfinz,  et  rpccici,  in  nominE  patris  cE  iilii  ct  Tprntuj  fanfti  d^ir 
tantur.  Quomoilo  numeriim  fine  divifione  paliunluc,  procedcol«  jttn&x- 
nii  dcroonffrabnnt.  Simi>licet  cnim  quippe,  nt  iliicrim  imjiruJcntet  rt 
idiolx.  (qiitc  major  Temper  crcdencium  pan  r!))  qnontim  tt  ipfa  regsta 
fidci  a  plnrijnis  deii  feciili,  ad  anicnm  el  Tenim  Deam  ErKufrrt ;  nao  in- 
tclligentei  unicum  quldcm,  led  cnita  fu>  mntum  elTe  eredendani,  eip*- 
vcfeant  id  «ittn/iui>.  Numcmm  el  difpolitioncm  TiioitatU,  dnifioota 
pnefuronnt  uniutii,  quandn  unitas  ex  femelipfa  denvaiu  TiinitaioB,  BOi 
deQraalur  ab  ilU,  fed  admin  ill  re  id  r.  lUqoe  duoi  et  tee)  jim  jtAilanta 
iiobii  prxdirari,  fe  *erA  nniniDei  mllaret  prxrumunt:  qnlfi  non  et  nnilai 
iDntionaliler  colle^a  hzrcGm  facial,  et  Trinitai  rationilitcT  eipeiifa. 
Terltalem  conflitmt,  fmafxii^  (inquiuDi)  lenemni.  Et  ftafonum  ipfiw 
TDciliter  eiprimunt  rtiam  Latini,  etiain  opici,  nt  pules  ilia*  tun  bene 
iniellifeie  /iotiifxi"  quim  entiDtianL  Sed  t^ttufX'"  fontTc  llDdetf 
Latini,  Hwa^inT  inteUi|ere  Dalont  etiani  Crzci.    Adr.  Pnc  c  3. 5. 
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ferts  that  "  tbofe  who  are  in  a  ftate  of  ingnirj,  do  not  hold 
"  fafl,"  therefore,  "  have  not  yet  heluztd,"  2nd  ef  creiie- 
quence  "  are  not  Chriftians  ■''  who  largely  proTCi  this, 
notwithtlanding  call  tho{e  believtri,  who  denied  th;  Tn- 
nity  ?  We  cannot  form  this  idea,  without  xu;jpc&iB  -iac^ 
like  the_^mp/e  whom  he  delcribcs,  he  hwl  b«en  i^Mep  wiijc 
he  wrote :  or  that,  like  fbme  modein  wHten,  be  hid  ri- 
ven his  work  to  the  world,  witboo;  tsJuiiE  sz>e  lo  lao^  ^ 
ver  it- 

Thus,  the  following  lee^ns  ti  te  -it  ol^t  -mi-Kivi  tc 
the  pafTage,  which  agrees  with  tJLt  oo=;*ii3L  .  -  j-jr  3- 
"  ItrufHng  and  fortifjing  J^me  ctriaza  /<r  •';«;,  Tvy^i.  ::;i+ 
"  be  every  where  left  for  retnctatj^os,  Vt-  F-^  tzi*.  i::i.- 
■"  pic  »,  indeed,  (not  to  fpeak  of  the  LiLpruder  i^.;  -^rrE.-!;- 
'"  ed,  who  are  always  the  majority  of  Chrir.ii£is  -_  lii-jt 
'*  even  the  Rule  of  Faith  traiufen  ns  iiatu  ^  =i- 1  ,  ji- 
"  of  this  world,  to  the  one  tme  God;  iwr.  L^itr.':^:.:.- j 
"  that  we  are  indeed  to  believe  in  the  oem  C-xi,  ni-.L  l^e 
"  oeconomy,  are  greatly  aii:^  at  iLe  oc-^'jc^y.  ^'Miy 
"  apprehend  that  the  number  and  difpc£d'jc^  'A  '^Tr^ 
"  nity  is  a  divifioo  of  the  unity ;  while  tlie  \^'.J:  ^--'  lur 
"  the  Trinity  £ram  itfelf,  is  not  deflroyed.  but  ■^'-riTir'i^- 
"  ed  by  it.  Therefore,  they  tiyj:  boafi  tbtc  t»i..  «■>« 
"  three,  are  preached  by  us,  but  pretend  that  dK^-  tot  -ur 
"  worfliLppers  of  one  God :  as  if  the  tuuty,  xxxiai^adr  as- 
**.derftood,  did  not  make  hcrefy,  sadxEif  ■^T^k.s  ->- 
Jly  conlidcred,  did  not 

T4 
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'^  hold,  £siy  they,  the  monarchy.  And  thus  the  Latioft 
"  themfelves  verbally  exprefi  the  very  fbupd  ♦,  nay,  even 
^^  the  barbarians ;  that  you  would  think,  they  undeifiood 
'^  the  monarchy  f  as.  well  as  they  exprelTed  it.  But  the  La- 
**  tins  learn  to  pronounce  the  word  monarchy  ;  while  even 
^  the  Greeks  will  not  underiland  that  of  ceconomy,*' 

Dr  P.,  both  in  his  tranflation  and  quotation  of  the  text, 
has  pafTed.  feveral  expreffions,  without  any  intiinatioii  «f 
the  omiflion ;  particularly  that  ;  ^*  As  if  |he  unity,  im- 
^'  tionaUy  underftood,  did  not  make  herejy..**    It  may.  be 
faid  that  this  does  not  refpe£t  the  matter  of  hBi  Tertul]ia& 
meant  to  demonftrate.    But.  fome  may  be  apt  to  fuppofe 
that  Dr  P.  had  a  more  weighty  reafon  for  overlooking  dii» 
claufe ;  as  it  plainly  proves,  what  he  has  taken  fiich  paim 
to  difprove,  that  mere  UnitarianiCm  was  herejy  in  the  ao* 
count  of  Tertullian.    As  our  author  could  not  bat  knov 
that  he  ufes  t^is  language,  (for  he  has  tranfcribed.what 
immediately  precedes  and  follows  it)  with  what  degree  tf 
integrity  could  he  ailert  that  Tertullian,  in  his  ideas  of  he* 
refy,  *'  went  no  farther  than  to  the  Gnoftics,  except  that 
**  he  once  calls  Ebion  a  heretic;  and  then  he  expreislj 
**  makes  his  herefy  to  confift  in  his  obfervance  of  the  Jew- 
«'  ifti  ritual  +  ?" 

But  although  we  cannot  grant,  let  us  for  a  moment  fop> 
pofe,  that  it  is  the  deiign  of  Tertullian  to  include  all  die 
three  claiTes  mentioned.  Even  on  this  ground,  it  cannot 
be  proved  that  he  meant  to  iniinuate  that  the  majority 
were  Unitarians.  For  then  we  could  only  underftand  Ter- 
tullian as  introducing  this  obfervation,  quce  major  fempery 

&c. 
*  Sonum  ipfutfTvocaliter  exprimunt  fimply  means,  Aat  although  /*•• 
vmfX"^  ^^'  ^  Greek  word,  tiie  Latins  exprefTcd  it  literally,  without  ufin; 
a  word  of  the  fame  (ignification  in  their  own  language.  Therefore,  Dt 
P.  erro«coufly  tranflates  fiovafx*^^  Jonare  Jludent^  *•  have  learned  tP> 
'<  bawl  out  for  monarchy."    Hift.  Corrupt.  Vol.  i.  p.  56. 

f  Vol.  i.  aS;.  iii.  t05. 
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&e.  to  illuftrate  the  neceffitj  of  that  moderation  he  had  re* 
commended ;  becauSi,  they  being  onlj  fimple,  imprudent 
and  unlearned  perfons  who  were  carried  awaj,  though  this 
was  not  the  cafe  with  all  to  whom  thefe  charaders  were 
applicable,  there  might  be  danger  in  precipitancy;  as  in 
tvery  age  fiich  perfons  conftituted  the  majority  of  belie- 
vers. For  I  ftiU  aiTert  that  there  is  a  ftrid  connexion  be* 
Iween  the  controverted  palTage  and  what  precedes  it.    , 

Though  TertuUian  Ihoidd  be  underftood  as  iignifying 
that  the  fimple,  imprudent  and  unlearned,  were  not  only 
aliJoays  the  majority,  but  were  then  carried  away,  there 
could  be  no  proof  brought  from  his  language,  that  he  meant 
to  affert  that  they  had  been  always  Unitarians. ,  Indeed, 
the  whole  ftrain  of  his  difcourfe  diredly  oppofes  this  idea* 
Por  before  exprelling  himfelf  in  this  manner,  he  afErm?| 
!iot  merely  that  the  particular  doArine  of  Praxeas,  but  that 
the  denial  of  the  Trinity,  was  but  of  yejlerday.  For  in 
>ppofition  to  this  herefy,  he  mentions  the  dodrine  of  three 
^^erfonSf  as  the  acknowledged  meaning  of  that  **  Rule, 
^  which  had  defcended  from  the  beginning  of  the  gofpel.^' 
Ele  appeals  the  truth  of  this  to  the  pofterity  of  aU  former 
heretics  *•  That  he  fpeaks  of  the  Creed,  according  to  the 
:raditionary  fenfe  of  it,  is  evident  from  his  mentioning,  in 
lie  very  fentence  which  is  the  fubjeA  of  difpute,  the  oppo* 
Bte  fenfe  afcribed  to  it  by  Monarchians  f  .*  For  it  is  clear 
rliat  there  was  no  controverfy  between  the  orthodox  and 
:hem,  as  to  the  antiquity  of  this  Rule  of  Faith.  The^ 
ftcknowledged  this  :  but  feem  to  have  founded  their  objec- 

tioa 

•  Hanc  regulam  ab  initio  ETangelii  decucurifle  etiam  ante  priores  qoof> 
qne  hsereticos,  nedam  ante  Prazean  heiiernum»  probabit  tkm  ipQi  poftc* 
ritas  omnium  hsereticorum,  quiim  ipfa  novellitas  Praxeae  heflerni.  Adr^ 
Praz.  c.  2. 

f  Quoniam  et  ipfa  regnla  fidei»  a  pluribus  deis  feculi,  ad  unicum  et 
verum  Deum  transfert ;  nou  intelli^intei  uiticum,  &c.    Ibid* 
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lion  on  the  firB  ckufe,  "  I  believe  in  one  God,"  urgiiig 
ikiiX.  bj  this  thej  were  bound  to  believe  \a  o»t  periii 
orf7. 

Hsd  TertuUian  meant  to  intimate  that  the  najoritr  htj 
been  fiiU  Unitarians,  he  would  not  have  Iktd,  jam  ja/U- 
tant,  "  they  now  boaft  that  two,  nay,  three  are  preadied 
"  by  us."  For  this  muft  have  been  their  outcry  from  the 
firft  mention  of  that  doiflrine ;  according  to  Dr  P.,  from  tW 
time  of  Juftin  Martyr  at  leaft.  He,  indeed,  overlooks  thii 
contemptible  particle  in  his  traniiation.  The  very  teriM, 
expreflive  of  the  novel  doftrine  of  Unitarians,  were  only  c* 
ming  into  ufe. 

Thus,  even  according  (o  our  author's  own  maxim,  thtt 
•*  large  bodies  of  people  do  not  foon  change  their  prind- 
'*  pies,"  his  conclufion  from  Tertuliiao's  language  mullk 
erroneous.  For  if  that  doftrine,  which  denied  the  Trinit^i 
Waa  in  his  time  but  of  yefterday,  how  can  we  fuppofe  thit 
it  would  be  adopted  by  the  majority.  There  is  not  one  1* 
ftorical  uiasira,  given  by  t)r  P.,  more  important  than  tbiij 
That  when  a  writer  is  introduced  as  a  witnela  of  any  &4 
his  teilinitMiy  is  to  be  uoderftood  only  in  its  proper  connei' 
ion  i  and  that  itnlefs,  according  to  this,  it  anfwers  the  pi» 
pofe  for  which  it  is  introduced,  it  is  totally  inKdmilCbleS 
evidence. 

If  we  do  not  deny  the  ground  of  the  whole  diipuie,  by 
denying  Tertullian's  credibility  as  a  writer,  we  mufl  b6 
Iteva  that  this  doctrine  was  unknown  in  Africa,  before  tiie 
time  of  Praxeas.  How  could  he  otlierwife  fay  ;  "  Hii 
*'  tares  were  on  all  hands  diSofed  here?"  If  the  ancient 
doctrine  was  what  is  called  Unitarian,  how  would  he  fpct): 
of  [he  fruftification   of  tliefe  tares,  becaufe  men  were  »■ 

flad  this  doftrine  been  really  believed  by  the  majority.Teitiil- 
Uan  muft  have  averted  a  notorious  &Iiiehood,  in  (ay  ing ;  "  TheJ 


\ 


Chap.  T.  not  the  Majoritjr^  ^9^ 

^  wereiremoved  from  this  quarter,  and  feemed  to  be  even 
**  rootea  out  ♦  "  Was  he  fo  loft  to  moral  reffitude,  nay, 
\o  all  regard  to  charader,  as  to  aflert  what,  he  muft  have 
known,  every  reader  had  it  in  his  power  flatly  to  contra- 
dia? 

Did  the  Latins  exprefs  die  word  /lovapx^  '  It  was  only  as 
Jludying  to  pronounce  it  after  Praxeas.  Did  the  Greeks  re- 
fafe  to  nndeiibmd  the  word  oinovofua}  They  were  fuch 
Greeks  as  had  been  corrupted  by  him.  For  here  'fotul- 
lian  fpeaks  of  both  with  refped  to  their  different  languages ; 
as  Ghreek  was  then  the  general  language  of  Afia,  while  La- 
tin continued  to  be  that  of  Rome,  and  the  parts  of  the  Em- 
fire  neareft  it.  He  fpeaks  of  both  ts  to  the  prefent  influ- 
ence of  die  doftrine  of  Praxeas.  He  evidently  refers  to 
what  tie  had  formerly  declared,  that  ^'  Praxeas  was  the 

•  firft  who  brought  this  kind  of  perverfcnefe    from  Afia 

*  (where  Greek  was  fpoken)  into  die  Roman  foil,"  the 
territory  of  the  Latins  f . 

Tertullian.  himfelf,  how  warm  foever  in  the  defence  of 
the  Trinity,  however  fully  convinced  that  Praxeas  was  a 
Icretic,  though  in  general  very  fevere  againft  perfons  of 
this  defcription,  wi(hed  that  room  fhould  be  left  for  re- 
^aBingy  efpecially  becaufe  of  the  weaknefe  of  thofe*  who 
xad  been  enlhared.  Would  this  auftere  man,  who  had  now 
{one  the  greateft  length  in  aufterity,  by  adopting  the  prin- 
nples  of  Montanus,  ever  have  expreffed  fuch  tendernefs,. 
laH  he  believed  that  the  fuppofed  majority  were  only  em- 
bracing the  opportunity  of  having  a  noble  and  learned  per- 
fon  to  head  them,  as  the-  moft  proper  for  maintaining  and 
propagating  their  ancient  and  deep-rooted  principles,  which 

had 

*  Tradudlst  dehinc, — etiam  cvulfae  videbantur.    Adv.  Prax,  c.  I. 

f   Nam  iftr  primas  ex  Afia  hoc  geniH  perverfitatU  intulit  Romanse  ha. 
BO.     Ibii. 
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lud  for  fome  time  been  rather  lofmg  grouod?  Tbe  fcppo- 
fition  diredlj  oppofes  all  the  ordmary  fprings  of  human  u- 
tion.  Had  Tcrtullian  known  this  to  be  tbe  cafe,  he  wodc 
hare  urged  the  greateA  feverity,  becaule  there  was  no  hofi 
tyi  ritraliatian.  He  muft  have  known  that  thii  wes  tie 
very  crifis  ;  and  tliat  if  time  or  indulgence  was  given  to  C- 
nitariana,  there  was  every  leaXoa  to  b&lieve,  that  tlie  doc- 
trine which  he  fo  wairiUy  cfpoufed,  being  yet  in  its  infant}, 
would  (bon  be  entirely  overpowered.  Bui  he  knew  tlta 
many  erred  throogh  carelcflnefs  or  ignorance  ;  that  the  wni 
were  enfnared  by  the  circum (lance  of  Praxeas  bonfling  tat 
\  lie  had  fuiTered  from  the  heathen  as  a  witnelj  for  Chiilt 
anity,  becaufeliehad  been  a  (hort  time  in  prifon  *.  Tbcncc, 
he  indulged  the  hope,  that  if  Ibme  time  was  given  tbem, 
they  would  return  from  tlieir  error.  But  had  he  known 
that  they  were  brought  up  in  Unitarian  principles,  thattbt; 
received  thefe  as  their  patrimony  ;  he  muft  have  been  cat 
icious  tliat  he  juftly  expofed  himfelf  to  ridicule,  in  otlcri^ 
fo  fooltfli  a  thought.  "  What  would  you  have  us  I 
"  traEi?"  might  they  fay.  "  Shall  we  abjure  the  dochw 
"  we  have  always  believed  ;  the  doftrine  of  our  &tbci>i 
"  of  the  apofties,  of  the  Chriflian  church  in  general  ?  SliaD 
"  we,  who  are  tbe  majority,  and  who,  to  die  convi&oifif 
"  all,  retain  the  ancient  doftrine,  acknowledge  ouriel«ei 
"  to  be  heretics,  by  embracing  an  idolatrous  opinion  whic^ 
"  was  unknown  a  few  years  ago  ?" 

To  thefe  confide  rations  we  may  add,  that  this  error  SxtfS 
to  have  had  its  origin  among  the  Montanilk.  For  bed 
Praxeas  and  Thcodotus  are  faid  to  have  been  followen  'i 
Montanus  f,     Praaeas,  indeed,  afterwards  left  this  fcO,  »i 


•  Iftc— :nfnperaej»fl»tione   minjrli   ii.fl.ilui,  ob   foluin,  et  fccpW, 
bccve  catcccu  Isdjum.     lb,  c.  i. 

\  Pacian.  nd  Scmpronian.   ile  Calliulico  Hsnune,  ip.  Buon.  Awl 
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was  received  into  the  catholic  church.  But  as  he  and  The* 
odotus  are  mentioned  together,  as  Montanifls,  and  as  both 
(Qontinued  to  deny  the  Trinity ;  it  is  probable  that  thej  had 
imbibed  this  error  in  that  heretical  connexion.  As  mem« 
bers  of  the  catholic  church,  indeed,  they  would  find  it  ne» 
oeflary  to  conceal  their  falfe  do&rine.  We  cannot  fay, 
however,  if  Theodotus  was  received  as  a  member  of  it. 
For  the  teftimony  of  Pacian  feems  to  refer,  not  to  Theodo- 
tus the  CurruTf  who  is  &id  to  have  been  of  Byzantium, 
but  to  Theodotus  the  Silverfmitb ;  for  he  calb  him  a  Fhry« 
gian. 

What  greatly  increafes  the  probability  of  their  receiving 
thi?  dodrine  among  the  Montanifts,  is,  its  being  a^hiaUy 
maintained  among  them,  in  that  very  form  in  which  it  is 
afcribed  to  Praxeas.  There  is  no  reafon,  indeed,  to  think 
that  Montanus  himfelf  denied  the  Trinity :  and  we  are  cer-^ 
tain  that  Tertullian  continued  ftedfafl  in  the  belief  of  this 
do&rine.  Yet  a  multitude  of  ancient  writers  charge  the 
Hontanifb  with  this  impiety  *.  But  the  followers  of  Mon- 
tanus divided  into  two  parties.  One  of  thefe  was  named 
KataProclum\  and  the  other  Kata  Aefchinem,  The  firft 
did  not  deny  the  Trinity:  but  the  fecond  aflerted  that 
**  Chriil  was  himfelf  both  Son  and  Father  f ."  The  fame 
heretics  were  called  Phrygians  and  Cataphrygiansy  moil 
probably  from  that  country  where  their  herefy  had  its 
life. 

As  Praxeas  had  been  a  Montaniil ;  as  one  of  the  parties 
that  bore  this  name,  held  the  fame  do&ine  with  him ; 
^  Tertullian  wrote  that  book  againil  Praxeas,  from  which 

our 

*  Hieronym.  Epift.  54.  ad  Marcell.  Socrat.  Hid.  £ccl.  1.  L  c.  23^ 
Sozomen.  1.  ii.  c.  8.    Marius  Mercator  in  Append,  ad  Contrad.  is.    Ar- 
]iathem.  Neilorian.  ap.  Ittigium  de  Hereiiarch.  Sed^.  ii.  c.  13. 

t  lUi  qai  funt  Kata  Aefchinem— dicant  Cbrillum  ipfe  cflum  filiam  et 
oatrem.    Tertull.  de  FrsBlcript.  c.  52. 
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our  author  derivea  his  flrong  argument  with  refpeft  tn  ^ 
fiith  of  the  majority,  after  having  joined  the  Moatanidlj 
it  is  highly  probable  that  the  whole  paiTage  mny  princip^j 
refer  to  the  peuple  with  ivhom  he  was  then  conneAedi  0* 
branch  of  them  avowing  the  very  doctrine  of  Pr^ixeas, 
mod  natural  to  think  that  his  tarei  woukl  more  readily  take 
root  among  thofe  who  followed  the  lame  leader  Montanuv 
than  among  the  Catholics,  who  had  excommunicated  them. 
This  will  fully  aecoimt  for  that  uncommon  tenrfernels  Ter- 
tullian  difcovered  towards  thofe  who  were  led  aftray.  Ht 
hated  the  error.  But  it  was  held  by  thofe  who,  in  otlw 
refpeas,  .joined  in  his  own  herefy,  acknowledgiog  MonOnts 
to  be  the  promifed  Paraclete  •. 

TJie  Trinity  being  denied  by  one  branch  of  the  Montr 
nifts  ;  as  juftice  is  feldom  done  to  feparatifts,  efpecially  du- 
jing  the  heat  of  controverfy,  the  fame  error  would  be  char 
ged  on  all.  This  was  moft  probably  the  reafon  why  Ter- 
tuUian  wrote  againll  Fraseas.  His  ivork,  indeed,  has  mncb 
the  air  of  a  vindication  ;  although  he  does  not  particnlirj^ 
mention  the  charge.  "  But  we,"  fays  he,  "  have  al^ip 
*'  belitved,  and  much  more  do  we  now  believe  in  one  Godi 
"  as  being  more  fully  inflrufted  by  the  Paraclete,  the  Leadcf 
"  into  all  truth  1." 

It  is  a  llrong  prefumption  that  this  error  gained  iar  kfi 
ground  among  the  Catholics,  than  among  ihc  ]VIontaiii& 
that  TertuUian  does  not  charge  the  former  with  it.  As  hii 
mind  was  much  exafperated  againll  them  ;  as  he  gives  then 
no  other  name  than  that  of  Pfycbici,  natural  or  anW 

*  It  would  reem  that  they  diflinguilbed  bctnccD  the  Pancleic  uul  lit 
Vo\j  Ghqlt.  iccounting  the  foTmcr  i  ProphM  who  was  to  be  mi- 
nimly  undtithemflueDceofthelBtler.  Vi4.  luig.  de  Haiief.  Sloflwi^ 
Wf. 

\  No!  veio  et  feinper,  ct  tiunc  magii,  ut  inQruAioQei  per  PiiuktM 
dediiftcreat  fcilicei  omais  ventati^  luiicum  qaidem  Deum  crcdisB- 
Adv.  Prax.  c,  j. 
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men ;  had  the  majorit j  of  the  catholic  dmrch  at  that  time 
denied  the  Trinity,  he  would  not  have,  flipped  So  good  an 
opportunit  J  of  venting  his  fpleen.  It  would  have  iupplied 
him  with  an  excellent  |iaddle  for  pretending,  that  thieir  re« 
jeOion  of  the  Paraclete  was  the  caufb  of  their  apoftacy  from 
this  leading  article  of  truti.  Or,  could  he  have  faid^  that 
ifae  majority  of  theij^  church  had  ahoays  denied  the  Tri- 
iiitj^  he  would  have  reckoned  it  a  &ir  recrimination  for 
Iheir  calumnies  againft  the  Montanifbv^'  But  he  had  fiill  a 
greater  regard  for  truth,  than  for  party.  Therefore,  he 
|»ofitively  ^erts  the  late  origin  of  this  error.  In  theie  cir- 
cumfiances,  TertuUian  b  undoubtedly 'an  nnexcepdonable 
witneis.  Before  our  auth(»:  boaft  any  more  of  his  evi* 
flence,  it  will  be  neceflary  to  obviate  thefe  difficulties. 

But  though  there  could  be  no  objedion  froin  thefe  cir- 
cnmftances,  though  every  thing  were  true  that  Dr  P.  infers 
fiom  the  palTage  imder  confideradon,  there  would  ftiU  be 
0tte  obfbcle  remaining.  This  fiippofed  majority,  conMing 
tt  the  followers  of  Praxeas,  granted  the  fupreme  deity  of 
the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghoft.  Thus,  their  dodrine  waa 
iit  leaft  as  remote  from  the  pretended  Unitarian,  as  from 
(Ooirs.  And  fliould  we  judge  of  what  was  believed  in  for- 
mer ages,  merely  from  the  fuppofed  prevalence  of  this  in 
!]rertallian%  time,  the  probability  would  be  againft  our  att* 
thor.  It  would  be  far  more  natural  to  infer  that  die  Son 
and  Spirit  had  been  always  confidered  as  divine  perfgns, 
than  that  the  latter  had  been  reckoned  a  mere  attribute, 
^d  die  former  a  mere  man.  For  it  is  le&  difficult  to  fup* 
pofe,  Aat  weak  minds,  vainly  puzzling  themfelves  to  ex« 
plain  a  myftery,  and  knowing  that  the  church  had  always 
zealoufly  m^tained  Three  in  One,  fhould  fall  into  the  er- 
ror of  averting  a  perfonal  unity ;  than  that  they  ihould  a- 
dopt  this  opinion,  if  the  Trinitarian  dodrine  had  never 
|)een  generally  received,  or  if  it  had  been  hitherto  believed 

.       •  'by 
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by  the  great  body  of  ChrllHans,  that  the  Father  was  m 
ia  one  fenfe,  the  Son  in  another,  and  the  Holjr  Spiiil  in  i 
third  different  from  both. 

Indeed,  it  is  inconteiyable  that  Praxcas,  or  any  other, 
Ihould  firame  this  error,  or  that  it  Jhould  be  received  by  ^ 
majority  of  the  unlearned,  without  fuppofing  that  they  had 
previoufly  believed  the  deity  of  the  Son  and  Spirit.  Ho« 
would  thefe  heretics  othenvife  hace  found  thenafelves  mki 
the  neceflity  of  granting,  that  the  Father  had  really  fuffmJ 
in  the  human  nature  of  Jefus  ?  Nothing  could  reduce  thfiii 
t9  embrace  fuch  an  abfurdity,  but  a  belief  of  the  cqai^iij 
of  both  Son  and  Spirit  with  the  Father,  and  a  fiiU  convn- 
tion  that  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Spirit,  had  Ixa 
proclaimed  by  the  ApoiUes  to  be  the  one  Grod,  equal  ia 
power,  and  in  glory.  Suppofing  our  author's  interpreudoi 
of  TertuUian  to  be  jull,  thb  alone  can  account  for  the  flraap 
circumftance  of  J'rascas  having  fo  many  adherents,  ind 
Theodotus  fo  few ;  although  the  latter,  by  denying  the  i- 
vinity  of  Clu-ift,  in  every  fenfe  of  the  word,  is  fuppo&d  B 
have  preached  the  true  apoAolical  dodrine,  which  had  ben 
retained  in  its ^r/t^  by  "s^Jimph  and  unlearned*,    Al' 

thou^ 

•  Since  wr^iing  this,  I  have  obfetved  that  Novatisn  (who  flonriiW 
A.  sit.)  ulei  the  lame  irgumcnt  foe  the  aotiqaity  of  the  TKoiOnU 
Joaiine.  ■■  Mere,"  be  fiyi,  "  it  will  be  allowable  far  mc  la  brinjU' 
"  giuncnts  even  from  other  heretict.  For  th«t  kind  of  proof,  which  o 
••  isken  from  the  adverfary  himfelf,  ia  ft»ble,  fo  that  the  tiuth  maj  bt 
"  praved  by  its  very  enemies.  For  all  along  it  ii  fo  manifell  ihM  b  fc 
"  Scc^iturei  he  (Chrilt)  ii  revealed  as  God,  (bat  Ibc  gri.ttefi  pir$  tl  kr 
"  letici,  aflcAcd  with  the  magnitude  and  (ruth  of  bit  divinity,  tlten^tf 
"  hit  honour!  beyond  meafure,  have  durcd  to  declare,  or  to  ictoaBt  iM, 
"  not  Ihe  Son,  but  God  the  Father  himfelf.  Which,  althoDgb  foniniy  la 
••  the  truth  of  the  Scripiures,  a  notwithftinding  ■  very  great  and  fpet»l 
"  proof  of  the  diTinity  of  Chrift  ;  who  all  along  is  fo  God.  but  B  tia 
"  Sin  of  tJod,  proceeding  from  God,  thit,  as  we  h»ve  faid,  iti  jrrtlrf 
''  fart  of  keretic*  Imif.  So  aeknowkdged  bis  deity,  v  not  to  rccfcM  tW 
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though  ^e  PatripaJfUins  denied  a  diftindtion  of  perfbns, 
the  J  as  really  believed  the  incarnation,  and  as  reallj  dei" 
Jied  the  Son,  as  the  orthodox  did. 

Dr  P.  proceeds  to  anfwer  an  obje£tion  that  might  be 
made  to  his  proof  ftpm  Tertullian.     It  is  fuppofed  to  be 
founded  on  the  teftimony  of  jfufiin  Martyr,  who,  after  fpeak- 
ing  of  God,  of  the  Word,  of  the  Spirit,  and  of  fire  as  an  . 
emblem  of  divine  holineis  and  jullice,  and  obferving  that 
the  heathen  had  borrowed  their  ideas  of  thefe  diings  fropo^. 
the  chturch,  fubjoins,  in  proof  of  his  alTertion ;  "  With  us 
**  you  may  hear  and  learn  thefe  things  from  thofe  who  do 
"  not  know  the  form  of  the  letters,  and  who  are  rude  and ' 
'^  barbarous    of  fpeech,    but  wife  and  underftanding   in^. 
•*  miod  ♦." 

But  Dr  P.  obferves ;  "  All  that  we  can  infer  from  this 
'^  paflage,  is,  that  thefe  common  people  had  learned  from 
**  Mofes  that  the  world  was  made  by  the  power  and  wif-, 

"  dom 

« 

«*  he  fiiould  be  called  the  Son,  bat'the  Father  f  .*'  He  Jlvoceeds  to  prove 
the  fame  thing  from  the  error  of  thofe,  who  were  fo  coovinced  of  his 
dignity,  that  they  could  not  entertain  the  idea  of  fuch  condefcenfion  a3 
that  he  fliould  really  become  man  ;  and  thence  denied  the  truth  of  his 
humanity. 

f  "Roc  in  loco  licebit  mibi  argumenta  etiam  ex  aliorum  b^reticorum 
parte  tionquirere*  Virmutn  eft  genus  probtttiinis,  quod  etiam  ah  adver^ 
Jario  fumitur^  ut  Veritas  etiam  ah  ipfts  invnicis  *veritatis  probetur. 
Nam  ufque  adeo  bunc  tnanifeftum  eji  in  Jcripturis  effe  Deum  tradi,  ut 
pier i que  h^reticorum  divini talis  ipfius  magnitudine  et  veritate  csmmoti  - 
ultra  nipdum  extendentes  bonores  ejuSj  aufijjent  non  Filium,  fed  ipj'um 
Deum  Patrem  promeret  vel  putare,  ^uod  etfi  contra  fcripturarum  ve- 
rilatem  eft,  tamen  divinitatis  Chrifti  atgumentum  grande  atque  prAci-  " 
puum  tft  :  qui  ufque  adco  Deus,  fed  qua  filius  Dei  natus  ex  Dea,  ut  pie* 
rtque  ilium  {ut  diximus)  hxreiici  it  a  Deum  acceperint,  vi  tt^n  filium,  fed 
fatrem  frenmtiandum  putareni.  Novatian,  de  Trinitute,  ad  TertuU 
Oper.  p,  1041.  cap,  13. 

*  ApoL  ii.  p.  93. 
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^  dpm  (erthehgoB)  of  GoA/  Md  thtttdictg  wm  m  .%hir 
^' of  God  that  moved  doi  Ike  Cite  iiT  tbetrttmu  itlily 
^  ho  iheam  an  explicit  decdttadoadial  tluife-aoiVflMift  fe»** 
":  plelluM^  tbe  LogdB  and  tfae  S^iirit  ^irattywfi^t  dEfliift 
'<<  firdm<9od.  \dBik  wtii  tet  "imtillig  irdk  ii  ^fW4toiA« 
<<  qo^di^  w  TttolEfli  W ;  but  only  Aettft  trAf  Imt 
^'  mttdiii^  kttowka^.  wttB  to  be  fiNnidMMa^4lio  kmdk 
**  cf  die  piiriflisutsy  famumtn^bg  A^  "irtM  of  4b«llMitar 
••phiUBplite  »^         ^ 

Aiidd^duig  to  BtP.yMlte  irtaftAg  dfl  iWi.  ■y»  <te  Idf 
pkrt  *df  ^  bbfefiiiMi  moft  1]le  ^frinkiided.  FiHr  tei^iaMkr 
tiat>^9ilBt  ail  aUibbr  *"drapa,.  at  it  1»«te  iwdftWaDf ,*^ 
^iyi^^'aatoiU|t«»<ff&&  llaxibre^  if  «diiB  !■( 
lage'  pcove  any  tmngf  die  evidence  mnft  Tir  '  mmo  mil 
ciptiduifile,  becaoie  ]iifli&  ter  mat  pfdSeOkiify  uoM^mr 
tbe doarineof die Tiiiiitjr.  'Bilt  dritt  Ibe^noMi^ilHtttfc .' 
tilde  Cbri^^imder^^  «ad  Spidtt!otef«w 

fiJQi^'diftinftfiom  God^  JW^fTt  may  be  fiudy  farfb^ 
red  from  his  fpeaking  of  the  fame  diings  as  believM  kj 
them,  which  were  aiferted  by  Plato.  Now,  die  queflioii 
is  not,  whether  Plato  really  believed  a  perfonal  diftinffioii 
but  whether  Judin  thought  that  he  did«.  That  this  was  die 
cafe,  is  evident  from  his  ov<m  words ;  "  Plato,  in  his  Ti« 
«  xnseus,  difcourfing  of  the  nature  of  the  Son  of  Grod,  whett 
*^  he  iays,  '  He  hath  divided  him  in  the  iHiiverle,  in  the 
<  form  of  the  letter  X,'  hath  fpoken  in  diia  tauaitTf  ha- 
**  ving  received  it  from  Mofes  f."  And  afterwards,  •*  Pit* 
^  to,  not  accurately  confidering  nor  knowing  that  it  was 
*^  a  type  of  the  crols,  but  underflanding  that  the  letter  Z 

•  V6l.  iiL  p.  z48.— 150. 
vitt  ru  SiHf  on  Xf7t»,  fX»«rff  «|^r•v   fv  r«  wmrrt^  wm^ 

K«C«v  0f««MVf  umu    JufL  Mart*  ApoK  z  i*  p«  92* 
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**  was  meant,  f^d  that  the  power  witli  the  firft  God  was 
**  divided  in  this  form  in  the  univerfe  *." 

Here  he  evidently  introduces  Plato  as  fpeaking  of  a  peV' 
Jon,  the  Son  of  God ;  of  a  power,  diftinft  from  what  Pinto 
calls  the  fir fl  God.  If  the  divifion  fpoken  of  by  the  one, 
doe^  not  fliew  that  he  meant  a  perfon,  the  application  of  it 
to  the  crucifixion,  by  the  other,  certainly  proves  that  he 
miderftood  it  in  this  fenfe.  Now,  if  the  generality"  of  Ghri- 
(tians,  in  Juftin's  time,  viewed  the'  Word  merely  as  an  at- 
tribute *,  he  falfeiy  afferts  that  tbefe  things  (ravra)  might 
be  heard  and  learned  from  them. 

Juftin,  however,  prefaces  the  whole  paffage  with  a  de-* 
claration  of  the*  cohgriiity  of  Plato's  dofbrine,  not  merely 
to  that  of  Mofes,  but  to  his  own,  nay,  to  that  common 

r 

faith  of  Chriftians  which  he  was  about  to  defcribe :  "  Whei'e- 
•*  fore,  that  the  whole  world  was  made  by  the  Word  of 
**  God,  of  the  fubjeiis  fpoken  of,  and  formerly  declare^ 
"  by  Mofes,  both  Plato,  and  thofe  who  fay  thefe  things^ 
"  and  vv'e  ourfelves  have  been  taught,  and  you  may  be 
**  perfuaded  +.'*  Here  he  evidently  fpeaks  of  his  own  in- 
flru6tibn  on  this  point  as  the  fame  with  that  of  thofe  who 
faid  thefe  things ':  and  when  he  wilhes  to  perfuade  the  Em- 
peror,  it  is  only  with  refpeft  to  thefe  things  which  were 
believed  by  all  Chriftians.  But  in  this  attempt,  he  after- 
wards clearly  afferts  the  perfoiiality  of  the  Logos.  There- 
fore, thisCwas  believed  by  thefe  illiterate  Chriftians. 

XJ  2  But 

HTFt*    Ib«  p.  93* 

'I'  Cln  Aoy«i  Qm  ex  rut  VTOMifcivMt  xxt  K'^6i/i)Ka9i¥Tejf  hx  MefCiai 
yvyiyn<r6ai  Toy  yrdtTcc  xe^/Aoy^  x«<  IlXuT»tv^  xxt  ct  Tuvr»  Asyoyrf?,   xou 
fifAUi  tlAoi9of6iy,  r.x\  vuni  ^BtT&nvat  lvvu79i,  lb.  p.  92. 
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But  immediately  after  making  this  declaration,  Juftin. 
proceeds  to  give  an  account  of  the  baptJIin  of  ChriRians. 
Here  he  evidently  refers  to  the  doftrincs  already  meoticn- 
ed.  *,'  Whofoever,"  he  fays,  "  can  be  perfiiaded  and  be- 
*'  lieve  that  (rauta)  thefe  tbifigs  wliich  are  taught  and 
"  afferted  by  us,  are  true^are  brought  by  iia  to  a  place 
"  where  there  is  water,  and  are  regenerated  according  l» 
"  this  rite  o£  regeneration,  by  which  we  oiirfelves  haW 
*'  been  horn  again.  For  then,  they  are  waflied  in  the  wa* 
"  ter,  in  the  Name  of  God  the  Father  and  Lord  of  all,  and 
"  of  our   Saviour  Jefus  Chrift,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghofl*." 

Nothing  can  be  more  evident  than  that  this  langium 
is  an  exprefs  reduplication  on  that  already  ufcd,  in  decbr 
ting  the  belief  of  thefe  rude  and  illiterate  Christians  in  God 
the  Father,  in  the  Word,  and  in  the  Spirit,  Nor  is  thu  aO. 
It  is  equally  clear  that  Juftin  means  to  declare  that  a  belirf 
of  thefi  things  formerly  mentioned,  that  is,  of  aThnityrf 
perfons,  was  pofitively  required  of  the  tnoft  rude  and  bar- 
barous, before  their  initiation  by  baptifm.  No  one,  who 
reads  this  palTage,  can  imagine,  that  a  mere  knowledge  d 
■  the  terms  was  reckoned  fuflicieni,  how  difiercnt  foeverthe 
ideas  afhxed  to  them  from  thofe  of  their  teachers.  For  Jo- 
llin  declares  it  to  be  indifpenfably  requifite,  that  they  "  be 
*'  perluaded  and  believe,"  that  is,  "  be  fully  afTured,  tbtt 
"  tbife  things  taught  and  fpoken  by  us  arc  tme."  Al- 
though he  had  exprelTed  matters  with  leis  care,  could  be. 
as  an  honeil  man,  call  thofe  "  wife  and  faithful  in  mind," 
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who  idenied  a  dodrine  of  fuch  importance^  that,  ds  will  ap- 

jpear,  the  teje&ion  of  it  was  accounted  b  j  him  a  denial  of 

God  ?  Or,  could  he  aflert  that  ratrroe,  thefe  very  things  ytr/o^ 

mKBLf  were  dotu  in  them^  as  well  as  fpohen  by  them^  '^  not  by 

''  human  wi£lom,  but  bj  the  power  of  God  ^." 

So  oertainlj  is  this  die  meaning  of  Juftin,  that  he  pro- 
ceeds to  (hew  that  the  Word  is  the  Son  of  God,  and  jet 
lan  Angel  apd  Apoftle.  For  he  (ays ;  **  We  have  made 
^  ufb  of  diefe  words  to  ihew  that  Jefus  Ghrift  is  the  Son 
*^  and  Meflenger  of  God,  formerly  ezifting  as  the  Word, 
^  even  when  appearing  in  the  form  of  fire  (referring  to 
^  what  he  had  laid  before  of  this  fymbol)  and  at  times  alfo 
^  in  the  likened  of  incorporeal  objeds  \  but  now,  according 
^  to  the  will  of  God,  for  the  lake  of  the  human  race,  made 
^  man*,  he  condelcended  to .  fu&r  what  things  ibever  the 
^  devSs  had  power  to  affed  him  with,  by  means  of  the  in- 
^  Situated  Jews ;  who,  having  it  exprelsly  declared  in  the 
^  books  of  Mofes,  And  the  Angel  of  God  /pake  to  Mofes^ 
**'im  a  flame  ^f  fire  in  a  kufbf  and  faid^  I  am  be  who  is,  the 
^  God  of  Abraham  J  the  God  if  Ifaac^  and  the  God  cf  ya* 
^  cobf  aeflTert  that  it  is  the  Father  and  Maker  of  all  who 
^'  fpoke  thefe  words. .  Wherefore  alfo,  the  fpirit  of  pro- 
^  phecy  uttered  this  reproof,  Bui  Ifraei  doth  not  inoWf  and 
^  my  people  hath  not  confideredi  And  agatn,  Jeiusy — ^being 
^  with  them,  laid,  ^0  one  knoweth  the  Father  but  the  Son  ; 
^'  neither  knoweth  any  one  4he  Son  but  the  Father^  and  they 
**  to  whom  the  Son  fball  reveal  him.  Therefore,  the  Jews, 
^  apprehending  that  the  Father  of  all  always  fpoke  to  Mofes, 

U  3  "  (while 

• 

*  n«('  HfMV  w   iTh  rtNira  tcKova-tn  tuu  fttiiu9  vrei^x  rstf  nit  reg 

iP^iflMMf  n^«t9  it  xfiu  xHTttP  ro9  mt  otr^p— *  09  0ifvfft»«»,  «   «v.^m» 
0Uft^»tWH»  7«or«  yfyQHfctt,  tMm,  ivfttftiM  0fy  Afyetf-tf^t.      Apol* 
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"  (while  he  who  fpoke  tn  him  vim  the  Son  of  God,  who  b 
"  ulfo  cabled  an  An^cl  and  MciTcngcrJ.  uc  juAJ^  repnrard, 
"  by  the  fpirit  of  prophecy,  and  by  the  McHiah  liimicU^  u 
'*  knowmg  neither  tlie  Kaibtr,  nor  the  Son.  For  tbaft 
"  who  fjy  th^t  titc  Sun  is  tlic  Father,  aic  convicted  of  be 
"  ing  ignorant  of  the  Falhrr,  and  of  not  knowinf;  tlucdu 
"  Fiithcr  of  alt  hath  a  Son ;  who,  hclnj;  the  tirft-bcgoUU 
'•  Word  of  God,  ia  alfo  Cod.  And  Sill  he  appeared  M 
'*  Mofci  under  the  form    ' 


'■  .£lc  V  CanOr  P.beb 
:g  his  hypothefii,  as  to  fit-' 
who  aiTciu  that  ihofe  «b* 
)f  ofct,  on  this  very  aooonf 
:  Fat)ier,  would  be  To  cT^ 
de  very  pcrfoiu  ••  wife  and 
Urc,  as  me  have  (ten,  ibtir 
lower  of  God  ^  If  they  M 
t  to  be  dillinS  perftms  bta 


'fan^iiinc,  or  fa  blindly  att: 
cbimfctf  thnt  ttii^ 
tA  that  the  Son 
r  knew     u-       n,  n 
trEincly  inconm  to 

"  fuithfut  in  ininui      ^ni 
ivifdoin  to  be  the  efied 
not  believe  the  Logos  ai 
the  Father  ? 

A  little  downwards,  ircaimff  of  the  Lord's  flipper,  he 
fpcukj  of  all  cliui'ch  members,  without  exception,  tu  uu^hl 
to  oorifidcr  thV?  bread  and  wine  in  reference  to  "  Jcfnj  Cbtili, 
"  made  flclh  by  the  Logos  of  GoJ  \."  In  the  fame  apolo- 
gy, he  fays  of  himfelf,  and  of  his  fellow.Chnliians  in  gtlw- 
ral ;  "  We  worlhip  und  adore  the  Father,  and  ihnt  bon  who 
'"cafnc  from  him,  and  the  fpirit  of  prophecy,  honf.uring 
'i  them  in  wordi  and  in  tioth,  and  candidly  delivering  tliefc 
"things  to  every  one  who  is  willing  to  learn,  m  we  ow* 
"  fislvcs  have  been  taught  %,"     Therefore,  whatever  honoaf 


•  Ibifl.  p.  9(.  t  Ibid,  p.  pi. 
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and  adoration  the  primitive  Chriftians,  in  their  aflemblies, 
gave  to  the  Father,  the  fame  they  gave  to  the  Son  and 
Spirk.  Therefore  alfo,  it  is  falCe  that  JufUn  was  the  iifft 
who  perfooified  the  Logos ;  for  he  both  fpoke  and  wor- 
ihipped,  as  he,  in  common  with  others,  had  been  taught. 

In  the  ihorter  A^ologj,  written  after  diis,  when  he  has 
fpoken  of  the  doArine  of  the  philofopheri,.  and' particularly 
of  Socrates  as  te^hing  men  to  feek  the  knowledge  of  God 
by  the  Logos,  he  fums  up  his  difcourfe  in  this  manner : 
'*  Therefore,  what  things  ibever  are  rightly  exprefTed  by 
^  all  others,  properly  belong  to  us  who  are  ChrifGans. 
**  For  we  worfliip  and  love  the  Word  of  the  unbegotten 
**  and  ineffable  God,  who  is  with  God,  becaufe  for  our 
^  fakes  he  became  man,  that  being  alfo  a  partaker  of  our  fuf- 
^  £erings,  he  might  accomplifh  our  cure  */'  If  Chriftians 
in  general  did  not  believe  the  perfonality  and  proper  deity 
of  the  Word,  I  maintain  that  the  writer,  who  could  give 
Xiich  an  account  of  their  worfliip,  was  a  traitor  to  the  truth, 
and  unworthy  of  being  ever  quoted  as  a  witnefs  of  any 
circumfbtnce  pertaining  to  Chriltianity* 

Tfie  tefiimony  of  Juflin  ^artyr  would  receive  abundant 
confirmation,  did  it  need  any,  from  ihat  of  Irenaeus,  efpe- 
cially  as  this  refpeds  the  fame  rude  and  unlearned  Chri- 
,ffians,  and  proclaims,  in  the  moft  explicit  terms,  their  faith 
in  Chrift  as  the  pre-exiilent  Word,  and  their  utter  abhor- 
rence of  every  contrary  dodrine  f*  But  this  teftimony  wc 
jbave  inferted  above  |. 

U4  SECT. 

^  Orx  at  %-a^tt  ^etwi  xxXuq  a^jitai,  %fAmf  Tvit  X^irmfrnf  tft,   T«y 

y«^  av  myifnyrit  xai  cc^^nrH  Qta  >ioyofp  (Arret  to»  0My,  ^^offxvfttfcit 

noi  aytcTrvfAtVy  tv§i^n   xai    it*  niJUCi  avd^mvi  yiycnv,  $^tiq  %m  roff 
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Examiaatian  of  the  Argument,  is  fa'aaur  of  a  Majority  tj 
Unitarians  among  Gentile  Chrifiians,  from  there  beiit£  « 
Ireatifes  -written  agatnji  them.  Of  the  Argument  from 
the  Clementine  Homilies  and  Recognitions^ 

■P>  R  Priestlej's  fifth  ground  of  prefnmption  that  "  llie 
*^  "  Unitarians  were  not  coniidtred  as  heretics,  «  ia- 
"  deed  in  any  obnoxious  light,  and  confequently  of  tlicif 
"  being  in  very  great  numbers  in  early  times,  is  that  iw 
*'  ttcatifes  were  written  agaiiifi  them  ;"  whereas,  "  as  foon 
"  as  ever  the  Gnoftics  made  their  appearance,  they  wcit 
"  ccnfured  with  the  greatefi  feverity,  and  cxprefs  treitiic 
"  were  written  againft  them  •."  Whether  it  be  fad  thai 
Unitarians  were  "  noi  confideredas  heretics,"  will  appear  from 
what  we  have  already  proved.  But  the  learned  genilcmu 
goea  farther.  "  They  were  not  even  conGdered  in  any  (A- 
"  nosious  light."  There  is  only  another  ftep  wanting.  Ii  is 
to  be  hoped  that  our  author,  in  his  nest  work  on  this  foii- 
jpfl,  will  prove  to  the  world  that  all,  except  Unitariaai. 
were  obnoxious,  and  treated  as  heretics.  For  it  will  be  n» 
harder  for  him  to  prove  the  one  than  the  other. 

But  the  foundatioti  of  this  bold  aflertjon  is,  that  "in 
*'  early  limes  no  trcatifes  were  wVote  againft  them."  Jtt- 
ftin  Martyr  wrote  a  book,  againft  a/l  herefies  :  and  js  lit 
was  fo  warm  in  defence  of  the  perfonalitj  and  divinity  i^ 
the  Logos,  and  reckoned  thofe  who  denied  him,  in  this  chi- 
rafler,  guilty  of  denying  the  Father ;  it  is  abfolutely  i«- 
conceivable  that  he  Ihould  not  have  included  Unitarians,  of 
whatever  kind. 

"  No  treatife,"  we  are  told, "  was  written  exprelaly  agaiofl 

V  Vol.iii.p.iji. 
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^*'  them  befiire  Tertullian's  againft  Prazeas,"  and  T[he 
little  Labyrinth  of  Caius.  And  none  could  well  be  writ- 
ten earlier ;  becaufe  Xheodotus,  their  cotemporaiy,  feems 
to  have  been  the  firit  Gentile  who  avowed  Unitarian  prin- 
ciples* So  ftrangCr  is  Dr  P.'s  mode  of  reafoning,  that  the 
very  circumfiance  which  proves  the  non-exifience  of  Gen- 
tile Unitarians,  as  far  as  negative  evidence  can  go,  is  urged 
b  J  him  as  a  prefumption  of  their  *^  being  in  very  great 
^^  numbers/'  The  learned  Gentleman  prafticallj  Supplies 
all  future  hiftorians  with  a  new  maxim,  which  will  be  of 
great  ufe  to  them  in  their  labours  :  "  That  thtf  lefs  that  is 
laid  by  ancient  writers  of  any  body  of  men,  from  whom 
they  differed  as  far  as  pojBible,  (though  they  had  nothing 
<**  to  fear)  the  greater  is  the  evidence  of  the  magnitude  of 
*'  this  body  :  and  that  if  they  take  no  notice  of  it  at  all,  it 
**  may  be  fafely  concluded,  that  it  conftituted  the  majo^ 
^\rityr 

That  Gentile  Unitarians  had  no  being  in  the  church,  in  the 
time  of  Irenaeus,  is  as  certain  as  teftimony  can  make  it.  For 
he  .affirms  in  the  ftrongeft  terms  that  all  the  churches  were  as 
uniform  in  do6bine,  "  as  if  they  had  poffeffed  but  one  foul, 
**  one  heart,  and  one  mouth  *."  This  is  a  direft  proof  that 
Unitarians  did  not  exift  in  the  church ;  and  a  ftfong  pre- 
fumption that  they  had  no  exiftence  at  all.  For  othervvife, 
from  their  known  temper,  they  would  certainly  have  trou- 
bled others  with  their  dodrines. 

Dr  P.  fays  j  "  Irenaeus 's  treatife  againft  herefy  fliews, 
that  the  Gnoftics  only  were  confidered  as  coming  under 
the  defcription  of  heretics."  This  is  the  old  ftring.  But 
its  found  is  fo  grateful  to  our  author,  that  he  never  lofes  an  | 
opportunity  of  ftriking  it.  He  adds  :  "  The  Ebionites  in- 
"  deed  ^are  cenfured  in  it,  but  no  mention  is  made  of  the 
'*  Gentile  Unitarians,  though  Aey  were  the  majority  of  the 

^^  commo|i^ 
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,  '^  common  people  amrng  Cbriflians  a  long  dme  after  this." 
But  how  could  Irenzns  cenfure  thofe,  whole  eziftencehe 
virtually  denies,  by  declaring  the  abfolute  unity  of  tk 
church?  Dr  P.  muft  either  prove  that  all  in  her  commn- 
nion,  in  the  time  of  Irenaeus,  were  Unittrians,  nay,  that  II^ 
naeus  himfelf  came  under  this  defcription ;  or  he  proves  no- 
thing for  his  pui-pofe.  For  while  that  writer  is^'acknowledjjed 
to  be  OTthodoiCi  he  appears  as  a  fhibbom  witnefi  againft  himi 
But  with  refpcd  to  Irenaeus,  he  further  obferves :  •*  ffl 
^  cenfure  of  Gentile  Unitarians  is  at  leaft  indireft,  as  they 
^  held  the  fame  do£hine  concerning  Chrift  that  the  EUo* 
'^  nites  did ;  and  it  muft  alwajrs  be  confidered  that  Irenxas 
•*  lived  in  Gaul,  where  there  were  no  EbioniteSy  and  per 
^^  haps  not  many  Unitarians,  as  they  abounded  mofl  in  diofc 
•*  countries  wheire  Chriflianity  was  firfl  planted/'  Here 
we  have  a  flriking  proof  of  the  miferable  ihifts  to  idiidi 
one  is  reduced,  who  prefumptuoufly  flruggles  againfl  the 
whole  current  of  hiflory.  It  is  a  gravelling  fa&,  that  Ire- 
naeus,  the  bifhop  of  Lyons,  the  faithiiil  Martyr  of  Jcfia 
Chrift,  the  dilciple  of  Polycarp  *,  the  difciple  of  John  the 
Aroftle,  was  a  Trinitarian.  From  all  that  he  hath  laid,  our 
author  CPU  find  nothing  for  his  purpofe.  Therefore  he 
flrives  to  fetch  fomething  from  what  he  hath  net  fald.  It 
cannot  be  refufed,  that  he  has  **  ccnfured  :he  FblonitfS.' 
But  he  has  faid  nothing  of  Gentile  Unitarians.  The  Doc- 
tor will  not  pretend,  that  Irenaeus  did  not  reckon  them  cen- 
Curable  For  "  they  held,"  he  fays,  "  the  fame  docbinc 
**  concerning  Chrift  thilt  the  Ebionites  did."  Therefore, 
^ne  would  imagine,  that  his  not  cenfuritig  them  was  a  fhx)Dg 

1  prefumptioa  that  they  were  not  lo  n  iiierous  as  our  author 
makes  them.  But  this  point  muft  not  be  given  up,  at  anj 
rate.  For  **  they  were  the  majority  of  the  common  peopk 
*^  a  long  time  after  this." 

{  Euf,  HiA.  lib.  5.  C  30, 
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But,  by  the  way,  I  beg  to  know  where  the  Doftor  has 
learned  .that  Gentile  Unitarians  '^  held  the  fame  doArine 
^  concerning  Chriil  that  the  Ebionites  did  ?"  This  is  cer- 
:ainly  meant  of  the  inajority  mentioned  immediately  after. . 
But  can  tiiis  be  inferred  from  the  pretended  proof  of  a 
majority  from  the  words  of  Tertullian,  already  conlidered  ? 
Dr  P.  knows  the  contrary.  For  t\\tjimplices^  the  followers 
of  Praxeas,  did  not  believe  as  the  Ebioiiites  did.  They  be-* 
lieved  that  the  Son  was  God  over  all.        , 

But  if  Unitarians  were  the  majority,  whatever  were^theh: 
prindpks,  how  are^they  entirely  overlooked  by  Irenaeus? 
*'  In  Gaul/*  lays  our  author,  "  there  were  perhaps  not  ona- 
•*  ny  Unitarians.  They  abounded  moft — where;  Chriftiani- 
•*  ty  was  firft  planted."  But  would  Irenaeus  therefore  reckon 
it  unheceflary  to  cenfure  them?  He  certainly  had  as  little  rea- 
Ion  to  trouble  himfelf  with  Gnoftics,  who  mufl  have  abounded 
tnojl  in  the  eaftem  regions,  their  doftrine  originating  there, 
and  being  moft  agreeable  to  the  people  in  thefe  countries.  ' 
Why  does  he  take  any  noiice  of  tlie  EbioniteS,  of  whom, 
it  b  granted,  there  Were  none  in  Gkiul  ?  Let  Dr  P.  fuppofe, 
that  there  were  *'  not  many  Unitarians**  there,  not  any, 
if  he  pleafeS,  Still,  Irenaeus  had  far  lefe  concern  "yvith 
Jewifib  heretics  than  with  them  •,  and  far  lels  reafon  to  dread 
the  inroads  of  the  former,  than  thofe  of  the  latter.  Had 
he  been  confcious  that  this  was  the  original  doftrine,  he 
would  efpecially  have  avoided  any  mention  of  Jewifh  Uni- 
tarians ;  becaufe  this  would  necefiarily  recall  to  the  minds  of 
thofe  newly  weaned  from  Unitarianifm,  thiat  this  viras  the 
apoftolical  faith,  as  ftill  maintained  in  that  coiihtry  where 
the  gofpel  was  firft  preached. 

Did  Irenaeus  firmly  believe  the  d'oftrihe  of  the  Trinity^ 
account  it  the  only  true  faith,  and,  to  ufe  the  Dodor's  own 
foft  language,  cenfure  the  Ebionites ;  and  yet  overlook  the 
linajbrity  of  Gentile  Ghriftians '  who  were  equally  ceniura* 
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ble  ?  The  only  fatlsfaflory  reafoa  that  can  be  alUgaed  for ' 
his  filence,  is  that  the  Unitarian  doctrine  had  iMade  no  ip- 
pearance  amQng  Gentiles  in  his  time. 

But  why  "  not  many  Unitariaus  in  GauJ?"  Here  DrP, 
a£b  very  prudently,  Irenaus  is  the  only  writer  of  ihu 
age,   whofe  works  are  extant,  who  wrote  expre&ty  Apid 

[  hereGes.  Therefore,  he  has  him  mod  to  fear  :  and  accp- 
dingly,  keeps  even  the  Gentile  Unitarians  as  much  out  d 
his  way  as  pofllble.  This  pretence,  however,  is  evideodf 
£'amed  for  the  purpofe  of  parrying  that  mortal  thrai 
vhich  the  very  filence  of  Irenseus  gives  to  the  whc^  fchenj 
of  a  majority  of  fuch  Unitarians.  It  alfo  proceeds  on  a  fupj)> 
fition,  that  the  gofpel  was  not  early  preached  jn  Gaul,  mJi 
that  the  famt  gofpel  was  not  preached  theje,  which  the  reft  of 
the  world  -were  favoured  with.  Some  affert  that  Paul  hjai' 
felf  was  in  that  country.  But  from  various  circumftsuoSi 
it  is  natLiral  to  chink  that  Chriftianity  was  planted  in  GsbI, 
by  fume  of  the  imiaediate  difciples  of  the  Apoillcs.  A:- 
cordbg  to  Dr  P.,  thefe  mufl  have  been  all  Unilariiu- 
How,  then,  were  there  fo  few  in  die  time  of  Irenieus?  H>J 
this  difciple  of  Polycarp  perverted  the  faith  of  the  Gallian 
church  ?  Had  he  weaned  her  members  from  their  apoS* 
lical  opinions?  Why  did  he  not  alfo  cenfare  thefe,  dm 
others  might  be  reclaimed? 

Dr  P.  endeavours  to  InvaTidale  the  evidence  ari&if  fioa 
the  work  of  TertuUian  againft  Praxeas,  by  inliauating  thK 
it  proceeded  from  refentment.  "  No  treatife,"  he  fajSi 
"  was  written  expretly  againft  them  before  TertuUiani 

^'  againft  Praxeas,  with  whom  he  was,  on  other  accoDiiD. 
•'  much  offended  "."  He  undoubtedly  refers  to  the  coodud 
cf  Praxeas  at  Rome,  who  gave  fuch  a  reprefentation  of  tilt 
principles  of  the  Montanifts  to  the  bifiiop  of  that  city,» 
made  him  recall  the  lettexs  of  comiDuiiioQ  he  had  fonneri/ 

.    tvciLaip.,i., 
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^ven  them.    This  Is,  indeed,  mentioned  by  Tertulfiah,  in 
fehe  introdiiAion  to  his  work  againft  Fraxeas.    But  there  is 
Qo  evidence  that  ^  refentment  was  the  motive  of  his  oppofi- 
bon.     Undoubtedly,  according  to  the  common  pnnciples  of 
kuman  nature,  on  this  account,  he  would  not  treat  the  he* 
■efiarch  with  more  gentleneis.    But  had  refentment  chiefly 
influenced  his  mind,  he  would  moft  likely  have  attacked  the 
idiarader  of  Fraxeas,  and  endeavoured  to  expofe  him  from 
the  circumftance  of  his  being  himfelf  formerly  a  Montaniil, 
Or,  he  would  efpecially  have  defended  tbofe  principles 
"which  he  had  newly  embraced,  the  defamation  of  which  by 
fraxeas  is  fuppofed  ta  be  the  reafon  of  his  oppolition.  .But, 
indeedf  he  had  received  no  perfonal  injury  from  this  heretic* 
"When  he  undeceived  the  bifliop  of  Rome,  Tertullian  was 
lumlelf  an  enemy  to  Montanus.     He  was  evidently  more 
irritated  againft  the  CathoHcs,  thah  againft  Praxeas.     His 
new  principles  had  disjoined  him  from  them  :  and  it  is  na- 
tural to  fuppofe  that  he  had  met  with  what  he  would  rec 
kon  perfonal  injuries,  efpecially  as  it  appears  that  he  was 
excommunicated  *• 

But  although  rankled  on  this  account,  he  does  not  charge 
the  herefy  of  Fraxeas  on  the  Catholics.    He  does  not  even 
iiifinuate,  that  they  were  partial  to  him,  becaufe  of  his  for- 
mer fervices  againft  the  Montanifts.    He  maintains  theii: 
doSxine  to  be  apofli)lical.    His  love  to  truth  overbalanced 
every  private  coniideration.     It  was  becaufe  "  the  tares  of 
^  Fraxeas  were  difiufed"  in  Africa,  that  he  wrote  againft; 
him.    Long  before  his  own  defedion,  he  had  pronounced 
Ebion  to  be  an  antichrifty  becaufe  he  denied  that  Chrift  was 
the  Son  of  God.     But  the  blow  aimed  by  our  author  at 
Tertullian,  is  a  clear  proof  of  his  confcioufhefe  of  the  weight 
•f  that  writer's  teftimbny  againft  him.     The  queftion,  in 
this  literary  pugiliim,  is,  whether  to  kill,  or  to  be  killed  ? 

Dr 

■f  Tertall.  dc  Jejun.  c.  i. 


DrP.  trifivm^  «  that,  thoagh  "  Theophllns  wrote  v 
"  gMsft  hcfsfiet,  flolj  his  book  sgsmft  Marcion  ij  mentian- 
"  cd  1^  EnJUaou"  that  -'*  he  alfo  mentions  many  of  6v 
**  warki  ti  MdJM,"' but  that  "  none  of  them  were  Afcuoi 
"Ac  OilitMriiiM.*  But  to  deal  lairly  with  the  unlcaniri 
nudcr,  be  «i^^  il&to  inform' him,  that  the  fame  Eufebiui 
deelsia  Hat  m  JMi,  Miliiades,  Tatian  and  Clement  wrote 
flgiaA  herafieh*^  Ae  divinity  of  Chrifl  was  BlTcrtcd  in  iS 
*  tbrir  warki ;"  ind  Ch»t  fpeaking  of  Mcliio.  in  conncxioo 
wit^  teiilBUi,4ie  &jf,  "  Who  is  ignorant  of  their  writio);), 
M  jiTooluiiiing  Chitt  to  be  both  God  and  man  *  ?"  Nw, 
t'  thefe  writers  were  not  ITnitaham, 
i,  cither  that  they  wrote  exprclsly  apnS 
Ibis  1Wf«^,>.^oil^-^eir  works  be  loll ;  or,  which  a  moic 
ptafaablie,  ihtt  it  ilwd  hot  appeared  among  the  Gcnitln 
when  the  nuA  of  t^em  wrote.  For,  as  the  Doflor  oblerva, 
"  Jnnnaii  nKne  being  the  fame,  the  influence  of  the  bat 
u  ^taamSkooH  vriQ  likewise  be  the  &me  f."  It  is, 
&n,  incredible  that  they,  believing  the  Deity  of  Cb^ 
would  reckon  thofc  bretliren  who  denied  it. 

Our  author  would  have  had  more  reafon  for  ntimbeiii| 
Melitoamorg  his  friends,  than  feveral  others  claimed  If 
him  ;  as  he  feems  to  have  embraced  the  material  ffAoik 
Eufebius  tefHfies  that  he  wrote  a  book  concerning  tiik- 
dify  Codt-  Some  have  thought  that  he  bad  rderredli 
the  incaro^tion  only.  But  Origen  lays  that  he  afcribed  bo- 
dily parts  to  theDeilyJI-  There  h^ve  been  many  hik 
witneflcs  againft  modern  Unitarians,  if  this  be  not  their  doe- 
trine. 

The  Softor  is  chargeable  with  a  Arange  miftake,  m» 
a  point  of  faA,  in  laying  concerning  TbcophilM  of  Af 
tiocb,  that  "  only  his  book  againft  Marcioa  ie  mi 

•*t 

»  Hift.  lib.  5.  c  3C.  t  Vol.  iii.  p.  143. 

tKiA,  lib.4.c.ae.^J8g.  I    InGea.  vMsC  V>kCi,W 


I^hap*  I.     ,  fi§t  tbi  Majority.  jrjj 

*  hy  Eufebiii8.*'  For  in  the  very  chapter  referred  to,  he 
iBLys  ;  **  There  is  extant  another  work  of  his,  which  he  ia« 

*  fcribed,  Againft  the  hirefy  of  Hermogenes^  in  which  he 

*  ufes  teflimonies  from  lihe  Revelation  of  John  *•"  Is  it 
Biked,  Who  was  this  Hermogenes  ?  PhUaflrius  replies,  that 
■e  was  a  PatripaHian  f ;  that  is,  according  to  our  author^ 
Mi  Unitarian.  Auftin  teftifies'that  Sabellians  were  by  lome 
sailed  Praxeans  from  Praxeas,  and  that  they  might  be  cal- 
«d^  Hermogef^ians  from  Hermogenes ;  ^'  as  Praxeas  and 

*  Hermogenes,  being  of  die  fame  fentiments,  are  faid  to 
••  have  been  in  Africa.     Nor  arc  thefe/'  he  adds,  "  not- 

*  witbftanding,  various  fefts,  but  various  names  of  the 

*  iame  fed,  from  thofe  men  who  made  the  greateft  figure 
^  in  it X**  Hermogenes,  and  his  followers,  were  alfo  cal- 
■ed  MaMtrialiJts  \  becaufe  they  held  the  eternity  of  mat- 
Bar  ||.  Tertullian  wrote  a  book  againft  .this  heretic,  ex^ 
pfefily  on  this  head ;  ihewing  that  his  dodrine  was  new^ 
ttnd  imported  from  the  heathen. 

But  there*  are  two  vefy  ancient  works  againft  hercfy, 
Mirhich  our  author  overlooks.  The  one  is  the  Gofpel  of 
|(dio.  Concemiog  this,  in  another  place,  be  feems  to 
ibink  that  it  was  aimed  againft  Cerinthus.  Now,  though 
Dr  P.  does  not  include  him  in  his  lift  of  Unitarians,  he  had 
the  great  cbarafteriftic  of  the  party.  He  belie\^d,  that  Je^ 
Bl8  was  a  mere  man.    To  me  he  feems  to  have  a  far  better 

claim 

:    *  £iC  Iltft.  lib.  4.  c.  «4*  p*  187. 

t  Haer^  54.  ap.  Ittig.  de  Hzrcf.  p.  256. 

%  SabelUani  autem  funt  in  ore  multoram.  Nam  et  Praxeianos  a  Praiea 
'qnidam  vocant,  et  HermogenianI  vocari  ab  Hennogene  potuerunt,  ^i 

I'lazeas  et  Hermogenes  eadem  fentientes  in  Aphrica  fuiflfe  dicuntor* 
-^Mec  taxnen  iftae  plures  fedlae  Aint,  fed  luiiui  it€t2s.  plura  nomina  t&  hii 

liominibus  c^i  in  ea  maxime  innotuerunt.    De  Hspref*  c.  41. 

H  Tertul.  Cont.  Henvogen.  c.  %^. 
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dflinn  'to,  .tint  fconoBc  .dm  pBtfip<flhiw>;  iriio 
-preinedeilj.<y|p  him  .«rbo  wv  CQOKificAi  •  Bliilcoi, 
xians  axe  fir  more  neadj  aDied.to  Coritittmi,  tfaia 

if  we  maj  credit  the  teftiinony  of  TeitdffiHiy  btfvjhl 
any  groond  of  offimoefimoi  Fraxeaay  wm  wMb 
^  v9bo  denied  that  Jefiu.waa  the  Sn  .oC  God,*!-  ibatiK 
gainft  thofe  who  now  call  themfidvea  Umiimmm$l% 
all  other  writings  againft  them:  hfd.  prriil)^  wt 
remain,  all  who  tr^y  believe  .the  word  cf^  God^. 
knowkdgts  diat  vAofiiVir  4mu$b  ti0,.Sott,4l*Jmm, 
mt  ibt  Fatter.  * .  ,   „>  ..  m. 


.  \  1 


.      ^  

Dr  P/s  LAaT  prclwpdve  pitwf  is  dciYod  fico 

meniim HtmiHes 9dA  Rteggmkkm*  ^Vtma  thcfeb< 

hendsy   ''it  may  with,  coqfiderable  probaUliqr  ho 

**  ;red  that  the  Unitarian  doflrine.w^  very  pramlHil^ 

<*  among  learned  Chriftiantt  in  the  age  which  faHpiiyi 

''  of  the  apoilles,  and  was  then  fnppoM  to  bo  1 

"  was  taught  by  them  ••'* 

This  fuppofition  muft  appear  extremely  improbaUe  t» 

every  impartial  reader.     Dr  P.  thinks  that  this  woilLfm 

written  ''  probably  about  the  time  of  Joftin  Martyr.**    Al- 

though  this  conje&ure  were  well-founded,  of  what  accout 

could  it  be,  when  oppofed  to  his  works.     The  Dofier  cos* 

felTes  that  it  has  been  frequently  altered ;  that  it  has  beet 

'  adulterated  by  Arians,  and  alfo  by  Trinitarians  f;  and  dtft 

it  is  only  a  tbeokgtcal  romance  t*    He  might  likewiie  hive 

faidy  that  according  to' Epiphanlus,  it  was  adulterated bj 

the  Ebionites  {•     Nothing  of  this  kind  baa  been  faidaftke 

works  .of  Juflin. 

to 

*  Vol.  iii,  p.  254.  f  Ibid.  p.  155. 

t  Vol.  i.  p.  115.  §  H«r.  30.  f.  15. 
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But  the  very  argument  employed  agalnft  him  as  a  wit- 
iieisy  is  here  converted  to  the  fupport  of  the  Unitarian 
faith.  It  is  objefted  to  Juftin,  that  he  borrowed  his  doc- 
trine from  philofophy  *.  Of  the  author  of  the  Clementines 
'  Dr  P.  fays ;  **  He  appears  to  have  been  well  sM:quainted 
*'  with  philofophy,  and  has  evidently  borrowed  from  it  a 
**  variety  of  opinions  which  are  fufficiently  abfurd  f ." 
Where  .then  lies  the  important  difference,  in  this  refped, 
between  thefe  writers  as  witneiTes  of  primitive  dofbine  ? 
Is  it  in  this,  diat  Ju(Un  has  borrowed  from  the  Platonifb ; 
but  the  other  from  the  OrieBtal  philofophy,  the  precious 
fource  of  the  Gnoftic  fyftem  ? 

Our  author  can  produce  the  work  of  one  learned  Unita- 
rian only.  Yet  he  throws  it  into  the  £cale  agaihfl  a  multi« 
tode.  For  he  himfelf  iaijs  ;  **  As  to  the  writers  that  have 
^'  come  down  to  us  (if  we  omit  the  author  of  the  Qemen- 
^  tines,  who  was  an  Unitarian)  they  were  all,  without  ex- 
^  caption,  from  Juftin  Martyr  to  Athanafius,  Platohiziog 

"  Trinitarians  X** 

Is  it  {aid,  that  Dr  P.  in  his  jconjedure  with  refped  to  the 
prevalence  of  the  Unitarian  do&rine,  imitiediately  refers  to 
^  learned  ChrifUsms,  in  the  age  which  followed  that  of  the 
"  apolUes  ?"  But  he  cannot  mean  to  carry  the  evidence 
farther  back  than  *'  the  time  of  Juftin  Martyr,"  when  he 
thinks  that  this  work  was  prohally  written.  Others,  how- 
ever, give  it  a  later  date.  The  learned  Cave,  from  various 
circnmftances,  concludes  that  the  author  of  it  was  Bardeia- 
nes  th^  Syrian  ||,  who  flouriihed  about  the  year  172  ;  and 
whofe  brain  contained  fuch  a  flrange  medley  of  truth  and 
error,  that  this  work  Teems  almoft  to  plead  kindred  to  him. 
But  Grabe  makes  it  flill  later,  as  from  the  nineteenth  to  the 
Vol.  II.  X  twenty- 

*  Vol.  L  p.  113,  1x4.  Vol.  ii.  p.  13,  &c. 

f  VoL  L  p.  1x4.  I  Append.  toI.  Vf,  p.  j^X. 

U    Hiil.  Literar.  vol  •  i.  p.  47. 
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twenty-ninth  chapter  of  the  ninth  book  of  the  Reeo^tnm, 
the  whole  ia  copied  from  the  Dialogue  of  Bardefenes  m* 
eerning  Fate*.  Mafheim  judges  it  to  be  a  work  of  tb« 
third  century  f .  But  fuppofing  it  to  have  been  writtet 
towards  the  clofe  of  the  fecond,  its  authority  ia  oppofed  by 
an  hoft  of  learned  Trinitarians. 

As  a  proof,  however,  that  the  doftrinc  of  the  pcrfonifi- 
cation  of  the  Logos  was  not  then  generally  received,  we  m 
told  that  the  author  of  (he  Clementines  makes  no  mentioii 
of  it.  But  although  he  had  mentioned  this  doSrine,  as  he 
work  paffed  through  the  hands  of  Ebionites,  who  did  dk 
fcmple  to  mutilate  the  gofpel  of  Matthew,  and  to  rejefl  iD 
the  other  infpired  writings  of  the  New  Teftament;  wt 
itctd  not  wonder,  although,  as  Epiphanius  aflcrts,  they  cor- 
rupted this  anonymous  work.  Let  us,  even  fnppofc,  ttal 
the  writer  took  no  notice  of  the  doflrine  in  queftion,  Whtt 
will  his  filence  prove  ?  That  it  was  not  generally  received? 
B^'  no  means.  For  Dr  P.  can  have  no  right  to  infer  moR 
from  his  filence,  than  from  that  of  Ireiifeus  ;  who  mtkes 
tio  mention  of  Gentile  Unitarians,  though,  we  afc  told,  dwj 
"  were  the  majority  long  after  thb." 

This  work  is  alfo  introduced  as  proving  that  Unitinia 
principles  were  "  fuppofed  to  be  taught  by  the  apoflln." 
But  it  proves  no  more  than  what  will  readily  be  granted, 
that  any  Unit-irian  will  endeavour  to  perfuade  himfelf  thai 
this  was  the  cafe.  "  He  would  naturally  fat/MWjw*-"  it  is  bid, 
"to  give  to  every  perfon  introduced  into  it  fucb  opiBiooi 
"  and  arguments,  as  he  thonght  would  pafs  for  thcirst-" 
Though  this  were  true,  what  wouIJ  it  prove  ?  Would  «« 
Juftin  Martyr  and  Iren^us  do  the  fame  ? 

But  againft  the  force  of  this  pretence,  our  author  himfyf 
has  provided  us  with  a  fullicient  antidote,  in  the  formtf 

piri 
*  SpiciUg.  Pitr.  vol,  i.  p.  177,  i;3,        t  Hitl.  Cent.  i.  p.  t,  c.  •- 
(  Vol.  i.  p.  MS, 


G&ai(.  Iw  Hot  the  Afajin-hf.  ^13 

pati  of  the  fame  fentence ; "  It  is  evident  he  ias  stfcribed  to  Pe- 
^  ttr  federal  opinions  #hieh  he  coald  not  have  entertained.** 
Thus  it  is  confiefled  that  he  failed  i^  hb  endeavour ;  aU 
thoogh  it  (hould  be  fuppofed  that  he  was  ferious  in  it.  Might 
he  not  alfo  err  in  patting  the  fentimeats  of  an  Unitarian  in 
Peter's  ihouth  ?  Oar  author  does  not  go^  quite  fo  far.  But 
he  faysy  in  the  beginning  of  the  fenteifce  referred  to ;  '^  It  is 
'^  poffihie  thait  he  might  be  miftaken  in  his  account  of  the 
^*  opinions  of  perfons  who  lived  about  a  century  before  hb 
^*  dme.'^'  Since  the  afcription  of  faUe  opinions  to  Petet 
was  etidentf  he  might  have  ventured  to  h^e  called  thb  pro^ 
babte.  ^ 

Bat  who  werethefe  perlbns  who  lived  *^  about  a  century 
before  bis  time  /"  Peter  undoubtedly  is  meant  as  one  of 
them.  For  he  b  mentioned  immediately  after;  And  muft 
we  learn  the  faith  of  Peter  from  a  fabulous  writer  who 
lived  a  hundred  years  after  him :  and  Who  muft  be  fuppiifed 
to  have  rejeded  the  very  writings  of  Peter  ?  It  is  a  clear 
proof  of  our  author's  want  of  evidence^  that  he  is  obliged 
to  introduce  that  of  an  anonymous  writer,  whofe  age  can* 
not  be  fixed  with  any  certainty/ whofe  work  b  rejeded  by 
Eu&bius  as  "  of  yefterday,  and  totally  unnotjced  by  an* 
"  cient  writers  *,"  which  the  Dodor  him&lf  calb  a  ro^ 
manee^  and  in  which,  he  acknowledges,  ^'  feveral  opinions 
*<  are  afcribed  to  Peter  that  he  could  not  have  entertained." 
He  mtift  furely  be  deftitute  of  proof  when  he  finds  it  ne- 
ceflary  to  oppofe  inferences  and  fuppofitions  drawn  from 
the  filence  or  errors  of  a  fabulous  ^writer,  to  the  direft  tefti- 
mony  of  a  Juftin  Martyr,  a  Theophilus,  or  an  Irenseus* 
But  this  was  one  of  the  Sacred  boots  of  tbe  Ebionites^  the 

X  2  only 

•  Hift.  lib.  3.  c.  38.  lie  calls  it  tlie  Dialogues  rf  Peter  and  Apton. 
But  as  the  latter  is  mentioned  in  the  Recognitions ^  they  are  fuppoied  to 
be  the  fame  work.  Eufebius  might  eaiily  err  as  to  the  name  of  a  work 
fo  little  attended  to. 
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only  one,  indeed,  our  author  can  difcover,  betidei  the  He- 
brew Gofpel ".  Therefore,  we  muft  excufc  thi*  hoTOila- 
ting  token  of  refpeflj  as  he  owed  a  complimeot  tofaua- 
cicnt  friends. 

But  has  the  author  of  the  Clemeatlnes  really  uuiie  m 
mention  of  the  perronificati€«i  of  the  Logos  ?  I  have  aM 
obfcrved  that  he  ufca  this  ejtpreflion.  But  it  hu  been  fir- 
juerly  proved,  that  he  believed  the  prc-exiftence  of  Chrift, 
and  confidered  him  a^  the  fame  pcrfon  with  Adum,  whom, 
for  this  reafon,  he  calls  '*  the  firfl  true  Logoi  +."  la  it  ivi 
that  he  muH  have  confidered  him  only  as  an  oceajmnd  i 
perfon?  But  even  this  fabulous  writer  does  not  feem  W 
have  gone  fo  far  in  abfurdity.  For  he  evidently  fpeikl 
of  him  all  along  as  a  petfun  continuing  to  exill.  In  the 
Recognition^  which  Dr  V.  acknowledges  to  have  been  ori- 
ginally the  fame  work  as  the  HomilttsX,  Peter  is  iat»- 
duc^  as  faying;  *'  Chrillr  who  exillcd  itava  the  begis' 
"  Ding,  and  who  tiernaify  exited  through  certain  tndtvK 
•'  dual  generations,  always  came  to  the  pious,  althau;!^ 
"  fccretly ;  to  thofe  efpecially,  by  whom  he  was  expcd- 
"  cd,  and  to  whom  he  -frequently  appeared.  But  il 
"  was  oot  yet  the  time  that  Aea  flumld  be  a  BtfiMMfr 
**tionl]." 

Sr  P.  quote!  the  author  of  the  Citmtmimt  m  txfa^ 
*'  To  j^gvf  il  the  property  of  men,  but  uot  of  God  j.**  Tit 

*  Vol.  Hi.  btckj.  t.  II.  tSMibovci  p.  941.34}. - 

I  Vol.  lil.  p.  1S4- 

II  Chriflot,  qui  A  loitia,  et  (eBper  ent  per  SnfniM  q«t(<]Dc  |taf 
ratioDM  piii,  litentrr  Iket,  liemper  tuDcn' id^nt ;  bu  piacipai,  a^ 
bill  eipcAahiiur.  qulbnrqnc  fVcqucutet  ippamit :  led  Bon  ml  Ma>F*^ 
■t  Mncrclblotii  corporibm,  fient  reTuiTEAio.'Lib. i,  teSLsx.  PM-Aftt. 
VoL  i.  p.  49B- 

i  Horn.  rf.  (.  10.  p.  746.    Bar.  Op.  Vol.  i.  p.  134' 
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manner  in  which  tins  is  quoted  would  imply,  that  our  au« 
thor  wifhed  his  reader  to  ima^e  that  the  dodrine  of  the 
generation  of  the  Son  had  no  place  in  this  work.  But  he 
xnuft  be  confcious  that  this  is  merely  a  pafllng  exprefBon, 
thrown  oat  in  reply  to  what  Simon  fajrs  of  God's  begetting 
evil.  Let  it  be  underfiood  as  Dr  P.  wiflies.  What  would 
it  prove  ?  Only  the  flrange  inconfiftency  of  this  work,  and 
how  little  we  can  depend  on  it,  for  giving  a  juft  account 
of  the  opinions  of  the  learned  of  that  age,  or  even  of  the 
writer.  Por  our  author  muft  know  that  he  elfewhere  a& 
cnribes  generation  to  God ;  not  paffingly,  but  deliberately^ 
when  recording  a  difpiite  on  the  ihbjeft.  For  Peter  fays ; 
"  It  belongs  to  the  Father  tcTbe  unbegotten,  to  the  Son  to 
*'  be  begotten."  He  denies,  indeed,  that  he  is  there- 
fore  God^  but  feems  to  admit  that  he  is  of  the  fame  fub- 
fiance  with  God ;  though,  according  to  the  Gnoftic  fyftem, 
he  extends  tihis  honour  to  all  fouls  *•  In  the  Recognitions 
J^eter  aflerts  the  generation  of  the  Son  in  the  cleared  terms : 
^  The  God  already  fpoken  of,  who  had  no  beginning,  be* 
**  got  the  firft-begotten  of  every  cireatur^,  in  a  way  wot- 
**  thy  of  God ;  without  any  change,  fonverfioq,  diviiion^ 
^  e£9ux,  or  extcnfion  on  his  p^Tt  f."  He  afterwards  fpeaks 
4)f  the  Son  as  the  wort  of  God.  But  it  has  been  often  ob- 
ferved  that  even  Trinitarians  e^prefled  themfelves  lefs  cau- 
tionfly  on  this  fi/bjed  befpre^  than  they  did  after,  the  A* 
rian  controverfy.  Our  ajiithor  may  tell  us,  perhaps,  that 
tins  paflage  is  inter^fate4*    But  with  equal  juftice  may  he 

X  3  deny 

*  Ttf  va|^  TO  fi9  yfy%»tna^et%%cnfj,  vm  )•  re  y%y%f9fi^6«th  Hom.  l6« 

feft..  15,  i6.  p.  728. 

t  ^^  ^^S^  c^^  ^^^  incboaytt,  pntdiclus  Deas,  genuit  pnmogenitom 
omnis  creaturae,  ficuti  Deum  decuit ;  non  fe  immutans,  aon  fe  conver- 
teas,  noD  fe  dividens,  non  deflnens,  non  extendens  ali^id.  Recog.  lib.  Hi* 
feA.  %•  p.  S2Q.  '  • 
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deny  die  whole  work.     For  this  fingtc  fabjea  occupies  no 
leC-  than  ten  frSions. 

Peter  aflerts  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrifl  as  the  Son  in  th; 
^  ftrongeft  terms ;    in  reply    to    Simon's  perverfion   of  Xht 

I  words  of  our  Saviour  in  Mnt.  si  27.  "  This  teflimony," 
be  fays,  "  may  firft  be  viewed  as  direfled  to  al!  the  Jem, 
•'  who  thougiit  that  David  was  the  father  of  ChriA,  but 
♦'  did  not  know  that  Chrift  was  both  a  Son,  and  the  Soo 
«  of  God.  Wherefore  it  is  fitly  faid,  No  one  knowelh  tU 
"  Father;  becaufe  they  all  (aid  that  this  was  David,  m 
•'  place  of  God.  And  he  fubjoins.  So  neither  inowrth  anj 
"  one  the  Son.  For  they  did  not  know  that  he  was  tlit 
"  Son.  And  what  follows,  7o  whomfoever  the  Son  ti 
"  pleafid  la  reveal,  is  rightly  faid.  For  he  being  the  Soo 
"  from  the  beginning,  was  alone  ordained  to  reveal  to 
"  whomfoever  he  rjeafed.  And  thus  Adam,  the  firft  mu 
"  who  was  created,  could  not  be  ignorant  of  him,  nor£- 
*'  noch, — nor  Noah, — nor  Abraham, — nor  Ifaac,— nor  Ji- 
"  cob, — nor  could  there  be  any  worthy  oraong  the  peopit 
"  to  whom  he  was  not  revealed*."  I  need  not  fay,  A« 
he  flill  conSders  the  Son  aa  the  Revealer.  There  sua 
f  com  for  fuppoBpg  that  this  palTage   is  an   interpelatm. 

F« 
^  n;<iT«>  (tu  y«(  JB«r«t  •  4o>»f  u^tl^i  »(«  *f*T*t  b3«»i, 

Ttvt  ■'luit^a  Hiitttrtof  utat  Kjirtr  IH  AbVi},  khi  ain*r  it  x»t  X(ifN 
ytn  tria,  xKi  mn  @  u  fvf  lyioaiiai.  im  sai  ■»*«(  Ufrrmt'  Osliif 
iy>u  Ti>  trsTt;*'  ITU  «tTi  m  @iti,  to  &aGii  «aiTi<  iXi^i*  n  li 

UraflOTK  IITII,    fl{    n}l    !<•    LIIM     ri{     Oljll'     Oit  'L'TOI  VHW  trrM  « t- 

tiiVJit'  mt  T*  iiiriii'  Oi(  Ki  0it/.tT»i  t  Bia(  mxtxukir^iu'  *fh(  it' 
^HTBi*  *  yxf  ««'  Kfjplt  1'  *"!  fttm  i^trit,  "•  »i(  fnAiTai  ann- 

E'<';i£  •  ii/a(umira«  ^n  M^itBt*  Bfi  Nivi  •  ami*{  fui  crtmmrtt,  Rl 
aC^m^  <  9iA«{  fi4  rvMMH,  in  lffs«  fM  tii*4a»*if  xs  !«■■(  •  w 

•Ai^st.    Horn.  18.  &&,  13-  p.  740. 
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For  Peter's  dtfcoarfe  is  in  reply  to  what  had  been  ad- 
vanced by  Simon,  who  having  introduced  this'  text,  denied 
that  Chrift  was  the  Son  fpoken  of,-  and  wiihed  to  arrogate 
this  honour  to  himfelf.  The  argument  extends  through  the 
greatelt  part  of  the  Homily  \  and  Peter  is  uniformly  repre* 
fented  as  averting,  that  this  bon  pre-exifled,  that  he  was 
the  Maker  of  Heaven  and  earth,  that  he  knew  the  heart  of 
every  one,  and  that  thence  he  revealed  himfelf  to  every 
one  whom  he  knew  to  be  worthy  *•  Befides,  the  dodrine 
of  the  writer,  in  this  place,  concerning  the  Son,  is  analo- 
gous to  what  has  been  formerly  quoted  with  refped  to  the 
pre-exiftence  of  Chrift. 

From  thefe  extrafts  it  muft  be  evident  that,  when  Dr  P* 
£iy8  that  this  work  ^*  contains  no  mention  of  the  perfo- 
'*  nification  of  the  Logos,"  he  either  means,  to  impoie  on 
the  public  a  defpicable  quibble  about  words,  or  to  alTert 
what  is  direftly  contrary  to  the  cleared  evidence.  Either 
of^efe  muft  deeply  affed  his  credibility  as  an  hiftorian* 

• 

CHAPTER    II. 

Examination  of  the  DireS  Evidence  in  favour  of  the 
Gentile  Librijitans  having  been  generally  Unitarians. 

S  E  C*T  I  O  N    I. 

Of  the  ^.eflimonies  of  Firmilian^  NicephoruSy  Origen^  Eu0 
febius^  Cbryfoftom^  &c. 

DR  P.  fays ;  "  It  appears  from  the  evidence  of  aM  hi- 
"  ftory,  fo  as  never  to  have  been  queilioned  by  any 
^*  writer  of  reputation^  that  the  Unitarians  had  not  any 

X  4  "  places 

*  Vid.  fedl.  5.  8. 
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'^  places  of  worfhip  feparatp  from  thofe  of  other  Cbriffiini 
''  in  early  times.  It  was  allowed  by  Mofheim,  a  zealous 
f'  Trinitarian,  who  fajrs,  (Hid.  Vol.  i.  p.  191-)  '  How* 
'  ever  ready  many  have  been  to  embrace  this  erroneon 
'  dofbine,  it  ^oes  not  appear  that  thb  feA  formed  to  them- 
^  felves  a  feparate  place  of  worfhip,  or  removed  themfelvei 
<  from  the  ordinary  affemblies  of  Chriftians  */ 

Our  author  pays  very  little  refpcA  to  Moflieim,  when 
he  prefumes  to  aflert  the  exifience  of  Hebrew  Chrifliaoii 
who  abandoned  the  ceremonies  of  the  law.  But  he  eageriy 
grafps  at  his  teftimony^  when  it  feems  to  favour  bis  own 
hypothefis.  However,  in  the  lafl  part  of  the  fentence, 
Mofheim  fpeaks  only  in  a  negative  way.  All  that  his 
language  amounts  to,  is  that  it  did  not  appear  tp  him.  Is 
the  firfl  part  of  the  fentence,  indeed,  he  feems  to  afford  our 
author  an  important  conceffion.  But  ther^  is  a  word  omi^ 
ted  by  Dr  P.,  which  makes  a  confiderable  difference  as  to 
the  fenfe.  Accor4ing  to  the  editiop  before  n^^,  Mofbei# 
fays ;  **  However  ready  many  may  have  been,  6^.* 
This  monofyllable  throws  the  apparent  concefTion  entirely 
into  the  form  of  a  conjed^ure. 

What  is  merely  negative^  on  the  part  of  Molheim,  by 
pafSng  through  our  author's  alembic,  affumes  a  pofitive  ex- 
igence. Does  it  not,"  he  fays,  "  alfo  follpw  f^om  the 
"  fame  /C/^f?,  that  thefe  Unitarians  were  not  expelled  from 
"  Chriflian  focieties  'oy  others,  as  they  certainly  would 
"  have  been,  if  they  had  been  confidered  as  heretics?" 
From  whaty^jfJ?  /  The  appearance  of  no  fu6i  to  a  finglc 
writer. 

But  Mofheim 's  mere  conjecture  with  refpefl:  to  a  parti- 
cular feft,  is  not  only  converted  into  a  faB^  but  extended 
to  Unitarians  in  general,  or  to  all  to  whom  the  learned 
V^riter  is  pleal'ed  to  give  tliis  name.     Mofheim  fpeaks  of  tljc 

Monarchian: 

*  Vol.  Hi.  p.  258.  f  Vol.  i.  p.  235. 
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l^f  onarchians  or  Ritripaffians  alone,  who  were  followers  of 

Praxeas.    This  is  undeniahle  from  the  fentence  immediately 

preceding ;  naj,  from  the  whole  fe&ion.     And  though  his 

conje&ure  were  well-founded,  thefe  ^heretics,  as  we  have 

leen,  were  fuch  enemies  to  our  author's  favourite  dodrine  oi 

tSE^Jimple  humanity  of  Chrift,  that/erring  as  far  as  poflible 

^m  the  other  hand,  they  averted  the  incarnation  of  the  Fa« 

tjier*      Thps  Moiheim  (ajs,    in  the  preceding  fentence. 

^  His  followers    (thofe  of  Praxeas)   were  called  Monar- 

««  chiansy  becaufp  of  their,  denying  a  plurality  of  Ferfons  in 

'*  the  Deity  \  and  alfo  Pa^ripaffians,  becaufe,  according  to 

•*  TertuUisfn's  account,  they  believed  that  the  Father  was 

f'  io  intimately  pnited  with  the ,  man  Chrift,  his  Son,  that 

**  ^e  iuSered  with  him  the  anguifh  of  an  afflided  life,  and 

^thie  torments  of  an  ignominious  death." 

But  that  Moflieim  was  mifiaken  in  his  conjedure,  we 

have  as  much  evidence  as  can  reafonably  be  expeSed  as  to 

a  circumilance  of  this  kind.     When  ancient  writers  called 

^y  %  of  men  heretics,  it  would,  never  occur  to  them, 

that  it  was  necelTary  exprelsly  to  iay,  that  the  church  held 

no  communion  with  them.    They  could  not  forefee  that  any 

who,  in  after  ages,  would  read  or  even  attempt  to  explain 

(heir  works,  would  be  fo  little  acquainted  with  the  flate  of 

the  church,  as  to  fuppofe,  or  fo  perverfe  as  to  pretendj 

(hat  ihe  admitted  heretics  to  communion.     The  very  name 

thefe  ancient  writers  beflowed  on  them,  as  defined  by  them"- 

felves,  neceflarily  implied  the  contrary.     "  He§eti<j^'  fays 

^  TertulUan,  as  quoted  by  Dr  P.,  *^  have  nothing  to  do  with 

**  our  difcipline.     The  very  want  of  communitm  with  us 

**  ihews  that  they  are  foreign  to  us.*."  Again,  "  If  they  be 

^*  hereticsi   they  cannot  be  Chriflians/*    He  alfo  quotes 

Cyprian  as  &ying,  '*  If  heretics  are  Chriftians,  why  are 

f*  they  not  in  the  church  of  Grod  f  ?" 

Now, 

f  De  Prcfcript.  £»rl.  Op.  Vol.  i.  p.  1^6.  f  I^-  P*  ^^7* 
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Now,' it  has  been  proved  that  Tertullian  makes  Praxca 
to  be  a  heretic.  Could  he  entertain  any  other  opinion  of 
his  followers,  whom  he  calls  Monarchians  ?  He,  indeci 
a^vifed  that  "  room  Ihould  be  left  for  retraftations."  Bffl 
this  very  prop ofal •implies  that  others,  either  had  procecdti 
or  vFere  about  to  proceed  to  extremities  with  them.  Ai 
Praxeas  was  condemned  by  the  Bilbop  of  Rome,  on  ik 
firft  promulgation  of  his  error,  is  it  at  all  fiippofable,  tim 
he  would  be  treated  with  greater  gentlcneft,  aftel"  lie  tail 
relapfed?  If  the  Roman  church  then  differed  from  other 
churchea  with  refpeft  to  the  treatment  of  bereij,  it  was  at' 
ly  in  being  lefs  fevere  than  thofe  of  Africa,  aDdfoiiieiD 
the  Eaft,  which  denied  the  validity  of  all  the  ordinancnoi 
heretics,  and  ordained  that,  on  their  return  to  the  tnuh, 
they  fhould  be  rebapiized.  * 

It  has  been  formerly  (hewn  that  Cyprian  exprelsly  iwfc- 
ons  the  Patripaffians,  (or  Monarchians),  among  hemiai 
and  denies  tlieir  having  any  conne^on  with  the  cburcli*i 
Now,  as,  according  to  our  author's  chronology,  Cypriia 
died  A.  238,  he  muil  be  miilaken  when  be  fays  that  "  « 
"  have  no  certain  accounts  of  any  feparate  focieties  of  Do- 
"  tanans,  till  the  excommunication  of  Paulus  6amolaiea- 
"  fis."  This,  in  the  prefent  proof,  he  fays  was  about  the 
year  Sjof.  But  afterwards,  he  brings  it  as  far  dowa  n 
A.  369  J.  Baronius  fixes  the  council  of  Antioch,  in  which 
Paul  was  excommunicated  and  depofed,  to  the  year  37;. 
Thus  ^prfin  muft  have  been  dead  feveral  years  befofe 
this  event.  The  Patripaffians,  ot  courfe,  were  diltind  frwB 
the  Catholic  church  a  cunliderable  time  before. 

It  has  been  alfo-proved  that  one  body  of  the  Montanifl-S 
who  were  likewifc  called  Phrygians   and  CataphrygiWi 

•  See  tbove.  p.  1S6.  f  Vol.  iii.  p.  13T. 

t  Ibid.  p.  33B. 
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held  the  very  fiaime  dodrine  i^th  Praxeas.    Now,  as  the 
Coancil  of  Iconium  decided  that  the  baptifm  of  the  Cata^ 
Phrygians  was  to  be  rejefted  ;  dne  leading  reafon  for  thts^ 
%va8  their  holding  the  Patripaflian  do6lrine«    For  Firmilian, 
SUhop  of  Cefarea,  in  his  epiftle  to  Cyprian  on  this  fub- 
Jefti  faysy  that  there  were  fome  in  the  Council,  who  doubt- 
^  whether  their  baptifm  ought  to  be  rejeSed,  becaoie  al- 
ibough  they  rec^ved  new  prophets,  they  feemed  to  hold 
the  &me  Father  and  Son  with  them,  but  that  the  greateft 
part  agreed  entirely  to  rejeft  it.    As  one  body  of  the  Ca* 
taphrygians,  who  followed  Proclus,  held  the  doftrine  of  a 
Trinity  of  perfon^,  they  who  doubted  appear  to  have  thought 
that  this  might  be  the  fentiment  of  them  all.     But  that  the 
Biajority  were  efpeciall^  irritated  againft  them,  becaufe  bf 
their  Patripaffian  tenets,  is  evident  from  the  language  of 
Firmiiian,  in  another  part  of  the  fame  epiftle :  '*  It  is  fuf- 
•*  ficient,"  he  obfcrves,  "  briefly  to  fay  that  thofe  who  do 
^  not  hold  the  true  Lord  the  Father,  can  neither  hold  the 
l*-trtie  dodrine  of  the  Son,  nor  of  the  Holy  Spirit.    Ac* 
**  cording  to  which  alfo,  they  who  are  called  Cataphrygi" 
^f  QMi^  both  endeavour  to  ufe  new  prophecies,  and  can  hold 
M  fieither  the  Father,  nor  the  Son,  nor  the  Holy  Spirit : 
^  at  whom,  if  it  be  inquired,  what  Chrift  they  preach, 
^^  they  will  anfwer  that  they  preach  him  who  fent  the  Spi- 
f'  rit  that  fpake  by  Montanus  and  Prifca. — ^But  all  other 
f <  heretics  alfo,  if  they  cut  themfelves  o£f  from  the  church  of 
^*  Grod,  can  have  no  power  or  grace  :  For  as  it  is  not  law- 
!'  fill  for  a  heretic  to  ordain,  or  to  impofe  hands,  fo  neither 
"  to  baptize,  nor  to  perform  any  thing  of  a  holy  or  fpiri« 
<*  tpal nature;  feeing  he  is  an  alien  from  fpiritual  and  di« 
f<  vine  holinels.    All  of  which  we,  now  a  long  time  ago, 
''  aiTembled  at  Iconium,  a  place  in  Phrygia,  with  thofe 
'*  from  Galatia  and  Cilicia,  and  the  other  neighbouring 
ff  regions,  have  determined  to  be  firmly  held  and  main« 

*•  tained 
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**  taioed  Sfunft hctedcs,  asibme  might  entermo  adoutit 
^  caaoaiiiiig  dui  matter  *." 

This  cpUk  coold  n«  have  been  writtea  Uwr  than  iIm 
bsi^nBillf  flf  the. year  238,  in  which  year  C^riao  fu&d 
nmtyrdom*  ,  -fumilian  fajs  that  tlie  Council  was  btU 
k^  tMw.be&n  he  ivrote.  Vakfius  aOigns  it  to  the  lutir 
e^Xiftbv.reiga  of  Alexander  Severus,  who  died  A.t}£. 
B«' appreboidB  that  he  is  fupponed  in  this  opinion)  b;  tk 
langny  af  piqn j£us  Bilhop  of  Alexandria,  as  tjuoicd  b; 
EyfelwiMt  ,who^  fpiaking  of  the  cullom  of  rebaptiwng  kr 
l^CSi'WIwilg.  introduced  into  Africa,  fays  that  it 
ibtlMihfid  bog  bafiore,  in  the  times  of  the  preceding  bifhspi. 
.  in  daifinoft.pQpiilaas  choTches ;  and  la  the  Synods  ofth 
biMhifain^lccointi  and  Synnadaf.  This  epilUe  of  Qi 
ttj6m  wai  wtittea  about  the  beginning  of  the  epifcop^ 
of  Xyftoif  or  about  the  year  a6o.  la  thefe  early  bmo. 
Jo  fa  yu/n  Uti^urians  from  beioj;  allowed  to  remm 
■inthB<j»iricbi.  Uiatjit  was  decreed  by  different  councilt  ibUi 
.  even  aa  their  repentance,  they  fhould  not  be  adnutted  irifr 
out  being  rebaptized. 

A 

*  Satis  ell  brcntcr  illud  ^n  cnnpcndio  diccre,  cot  qui  dob  MH> 
vcntro  dominDoi  Futem,  tenoc  non  po(!e  net  Filii,  ner  SpititinSafi 
veritaCcm.  Seconduni  qugd  etiun  il|i  qui  uiaftiiyit  ippellua^S 
noT>s  prophetiu  ururpacc  conanlur,  nee  Pavrempollint  habere,  ncf  TAa 
«cc  Spirtnim  SinAum:  a  quibos  G  quKiKinm  ^ucm  Cfiiiftum  piriieat 
rcrpomUbunt  cum  fe  jinedicate  qui  miffiil  Spiritnni  per  MootaaoBit 
FrifcuD  tocutum.i' — Sed  et  rztcri  quiqur  hxretici.  C  fe  ab  Ccclefii  On  fc^ 
(lerint,  nihil  habere  poEtftatiB  aut  graliz  poSuol. — Ilxieiico cttiBl  W 
erdinire  non  licet,  nee  manuru  impoDere,  ita  ncc  bapiizire,  mr  fMfr 
quani  TanAe  nee  rpin'talitcr  gticrc,  quando  alieniis  lit  a  rpiritali  el  4Ai 
'  fin^itale.  Quod  tolum  no9  jimpridem  in  Icanio,  qui  V%Tj%ix  IocmA 
eoilcAi  in  anum  conTenienlibm  n  Calatia,  et  Cilicia,  «  rwtoii  p* 
limii  legionibui,  eonfirmaiimui.  Tenendum  conlia  hEreticoi  Enniv  0 
vindicindum,  cum  a  quibufdua  dc  jQa  ic  dubicaretur.  Ep.  Firaiila^ 
ap.  Oper.  Cyprian,  p.  ijy. 
t  Eot  Hift.  Ub.  vu.  c.  7. 
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The  DoQor  proceeds  to  give  the  teflimonjr  of  NTicc^ 
ihonis,  who  fays ;  *'  In  former  times,  all  who  were  call- 

*  ed  CfariiUaiiSy  thpugh  they  held  different  opinions,  be- 

*  ing  .confidered  <ul  the  fame  light  by  the  Gentiles,  and 
^  fttfiering  firom  t)iem>  made  little  account  of  their  differ- 
i^eaces," while  they  were  expded  to«equal  hardfliips,  on 
^'  wl^ch  account  they  eafily  joined  in  the  common  affem- 
^  Uies  \  imd  having  freq^uent  intercourfe,  while  they  were 
^.  few  in  number,  did  .not  divide  into  parties."  Df  P. 
adds ;  '^  In  tbefe  ctrcumilances,  however^  the  Crnoftics 
'  held  Deparate  affemblies,  and  as  the  violence  oS.  perfecu- 
^'' tion  did  not  make  the  orthodox  receive  them  'into  theic 
>^  affismblies/fo  neither  would  they  have  admitt^  the  U- 
**  oitarians,  if  they  had  been  at  all  obnoxious  to  them." 

I  doubt  much  if  the  expreflion  rendered,  idi  who  were 
tmUid  Chriftiansj  does  pot  rather  iignify,  whofoever  wa/ied 
'Worthy  of  the  Chriftian  vocation  *•  The  connexibn,  atleaft, 
4oes  not  ihew.  that  he  meant  all  who  were  called  Chriflians. 
lEcs  Dr  P.  himfelf  acknowledges  that  it  muft  be  underftood 
tfiat  Gnoflics  were  excluded. 

.  Byt  what  does 'he. intend  by  this  teflimony?  Can  it  be 
3m8  defign  to  oppofe  that  of  a  writer  of  the  fourteenth  cen- 
tiry,  to  the  united  teftimonies  of  TertuUian,  Cyprian,  Fir- 
:2iuluai  and  Novatian,  who  wrote  in  the  third  ?  Does  the 
Heamed  Gentleman  mean  to  contradid  his  own  teflimony  ? 
Has  be  not  previoufly  granted  th^t  the  Unitarians  formed 

fepal^e  affemblies  about  the  year  250,  and  after  Paulus  Sa<^ 
j&o&tenlis  were  called  Paulianijls  \  ?  Now,  hexannot  re- 
Jhfe  that  Nicephorus  is  here  fpeaking  of  the  age  of  Conflan- 

tine  the  Great. 

But 

•  Ocroi  KK%cii   X^*?»   gfl-E/xvt/yoyTO.     Nic.  Hift*  lib.  Vlll.  C.  5^» 

Vol.  i.  p.  66x- 

t  Vol.  Hi.  p.  237. 
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But  what  cvidenee  has  he  for  favin^  that  the  Gnrftio 
held  feparatc  aflemblies  ?  Does  he  wilh  it  to  be  underftixd 
that  Nicephorua  did  exclude,  or  meant  to  exclude  theiB  ? 
If  fo,  he  has  the  very  fame  evidence  for  the  excluJion  nl 
Unitarians.  For  that  hiflorian,  here  treating  of  the  here(; 
of  Ariu9,  fays  ;  '*  k  ought  to  be  known  that  though  tfiii 
"  herefy  was  with  manj  the  fubjeft  of  frequent  difputatioii. 
"  it  was  yet  without  a  name,  nor  was  it  digeftcd  into  a  pro- 
"  per  fyflem.  For  befides  Novatians,  Phrygians,  Valea- 
♦'  tinians,  Marciouites  and  P.iiilinnifls,'i\X  held  communioa, 
*'  and  came  together  into  one  church."  Then  he  obfcmi 
that  Conftantine  paffcd  a  law,  prohibiting  the  heretics  ma- 
tioned  to  hold  religious  affemblies,  and  requiring  that  tfify 
Ihould  all  attend  divine  worfhip  in  the  Catholic  chmtli. 
Then  follows  the  paflage  quoted  by  our  author.  That  Ifi- 
cephorns  here  fpeaka  in  general  of  the  ttmei  preceding  thii 
edift,  is  evident  from  what  immediately  follows  the  Da- 
tor's  quotation  ;  "  But  upon  the  promulgation  of  this  h", 
"  it  was  diiRcult  for  them  to  aflemble  in  public,'"  Ue  *.  TV 
declaration  made  in  the  paflage  referred  to,  ia  clearly  [okt 
underftood  as  previoufly  limited.  The  ChriJlians  nu^ 
Utile  account  of  their  differences,  excepting  thofe  fonnerlr 


n  uTTuJi?  «•,  a>.A'  iTi  Tii-f  ■niFi'^a"  w'  KKi  Hj;i  «;  ii„,  nRifU 
Siir^^niTi.   vi\nt  ya.^  Sxirctrwiii,  xai  ^(vytit,  OvaXHTittDi*!  riLS 

liiitv  ixRAiirmi  mnysija,  ns-ra  Si  Till  HfDfiiiir  inftauit  im  nn" 
St/tdi;  g  (3ariX!B[,  7r^saftx\t  Tit  (mt>|(i«  «y*i(iir*ai,  nta>i«5v 
)i  TKi;  vsjIaXx  inr.Mriitt'  ct^XK;(ll  it  ftt  i|h>«  ^iiti  Him  ftim  JifHOi 

Sfffiis,  Ui  yi  jLti  Tir.ftii^iilsai  inn,  ai  »«*Aai  tbi  ai^irivi  JM(C 
eat  test  ««v'ji>  irx"  ''"t  itiifim.  iTt  fu>  -/«(  iwi  ■»  x;*""'  ^ 

Niccph,  ibid.  3 
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mentioiied.  Thus,  according  to  the  Greek  hiftoriaii,  the 
Fhrygiam^  as  inchiding  Patripaffians  *,  and  the  Patdiamfii 
or  Anthropians  were  exchided  from  communion. 

-This  psiflage,  infteadof  being  u&fdl  to  our  learned  au- 
thor, injures  Ms'  caufe.  For  the  Ufs  the  account  that  C|iri- 
ftiansy  in  times  of  perfecution,  made  of  fome  differences, 
the  greater  muft  have  been  the  account  they  made  of  thefe 
jn  which  Patripaffians  and  Paulianifb  were  concerned*  The 
evidence  before  us  clearlj  proves,  that  Unitarians  were 
viewed  in  the  fame  light  with  Gnoftics.  What  account  can 
Tve  make  of  the  integrity  of  a  writer,  who  quotes  hiilory 
in  fndi  a  manner  ? 

But  Dr  P.  does  not  feem  to  have  obferved  that  this  nar- 
^itive  is  borrowed  from  Sozomen.     In  fome  parts  of  it, 
Nicephorus  retains  the  very  words  of  the  original  writer, 
^in  others,  they  are  altered.     He  mentions  the  fame  herefies 
as  excepted,  which  are  mentioned  by  Nicephorus.  If,  there- 
fiirej  there  remain  any  doubt  with  refpeA  to  the  fad,  #e 
are  ondoubtedly  to  judge  from  the  manner  in  which  the 
original  writer  exprefles  his  idea,  and  not  from  that  in 
^i^iich  it   is   exprefled  by  one  who  borrowed  from  him 
aibout  nine  hundred  years  after  his  time.   '  Now,  that  very 
phraie  which  the  Doftor  tranflates,  All  who  were  called 
Cbrijlians^  is  one  of  thefe  which  Nicephorus  has  altered.  He 
feenis  to  have  had  no  idea  of  fuch  an  inference  being  drawn 
£rom  his  language,  or  he  would  certainly  have  preferred 
that  of  the  original  writer.     For  Sozomen's  expreffion  is 
fuch  as  fhews  that  the  whole  of  Dr  P.'s  argument  is  ^^  the 
**  baielels  fabric  of  a  vifion."    **  For  in  the  times  of  former 
"emperors,"  he  fays,  ^''  aU who  worjhipped Chrijl^  though. 
**  they  held  different  opinions,  were  confidered  in  the  fame 
«  light  by  the  Gentiles,"  lSc\. 

•  Vid.  Niceph.  Kift.  lib.  4.  c.  ai.  vol.  i.  p.  319. 
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As  if  Dr  P.  were  conidoiis  that  his  proof  from  ^vxr 
phorus  is  very  lame,  he  endeavours  to  borrow  a  cnitdi  far 
it  from  Origen  *.  This  writer  lays ;  **  It  b  aDowri 
**  that,  as  in  the  great  milkitude  of  believers,  who  admit  «f 
^  difference  of  opinion,  there  are  fome  who  iaj  diat  the 
*'  Saviour  b  God  over  all ;  but  we  do  not  fay  fo,  who  be- 
'^  lieve  him  when  he  ikid.  My  Father  is  grtaier  tham  l\* 
Our  author  acknowledges  that  Origen  here  fpeaks  of  tk 
PatripaJJians.  The  exprelEon,  admit  ^  as  it  here  bm 
to  have  an  a&ive  fenfe,  does  not  properly  expie&  the 
meaning  of  the  ancient  writer.  For  he  could  not  intend  t» 
fay  that  Patripafllans  were  fuffered  to  continue  in  commnsiai 
with  the  church.  A  loofe  or  general  expreffion  can  aefcr 
be  fairly  underftood  in  direA  oppofition  to  known  fiifi.  It 
has  been  already  proved  that,  fo  early  as  the  time  of  Cy- 
prian, Patripafllans  were  not  only  claffed  with  heretics,  ha 
had  formed  feparate  aiTemblies.  Now,  as  Origen  died  ody 
four  years  before  Cyprian,  and  as  his  work  againft  CeUbsvs 

compoM 

y.ut  nat/AtdevA/f,   nett  ei  rtvif  trt^ei  iTi^«$  vi^n  nt/^«}/»fva$  «»^£^(«(  trH- 

u^ecv   KrByii>ai    fxtrtfxrt*,    iw*  jUEv  yu^  tu¥  tt^iv  ^afftMut^    torct  w  X{*- 

«vo/:/»fdirTo,  xm  KctKu^  fifiotoi;  tTT(XT^(jv,  SozoiTJcn.  Hlfl.  lib.  2- 
c.  32.  p.  90.  The  original  writer  carries  the  matter  farther 
than  his  copier.  For  be  fides  the  htrefies  named,  he  cxtccc* 
the  exclufion  to  all  others  already  found  out.  He  ufcs  thr» 
language,  becaufe,  in  the  time  referred  to,  the  Ariuo  hcreff 
was  not  properly  digeited,   or  even  broached. 

*  Vol.  iii.  p.  259,  26c. 
eur  Cont.  Ceir.  lib.  8.  p.  387. 
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compofed  wken  he  was  above  fixty;  accbrding  to  Dr  P.'s 
chronologji  it  could  not  be  written  earlier  than  the  year 
245,  that  is,  thirteen  years  before  the  death  of  Cyprian^ 
Therefore,  though  the  latter  had  wrote  his  epiftie  to  Jubaia- 
nus  the  fame  year  in  which  he  died,  as  he  fpeaks  of  Patri<^ 
paffiaas  in  ccHnm'on  ^ith  other  heretics,  as  having  no  com- 
munion with  the  Catholic  church,  it  is  reafonable  to  fup- 
pofe  that  they  had  feparated,  or  been  ejeded,  from  it  fome 
confiderable  time  before. 

Bc^  Origen  himfelf  gives  no  reafon  to  think  that  thefe 
heretics  were,  as  Dr  P.  fays,  "  confidered  by  the  orthodox 
^a/elhw^CbriftiansJ*     He  fpeaks  of  them  as  **  fome  in  the 
*'  mtititude  of  believers,  who  arejubjefi  to  difference."  But 
he  gives  them  this  charader,  merely  as  oppofed  to  thofe 
who  made  no  profeffion  of  the  £dth.     He  calls  the  Ebio- 
nites  Believers  in  ^efnt  *.    Did  he  therefore  account  them 
true  believers,  or  mean  to  insinuate  that  they  were  in  com- 
munion with  the  church  ?   On  the  contrary,  he  cxpreisly 
cafis  tiiem  heretics  f .     He  conveys  a  cenfure  of  thefe  Patri- 
poffians  in  the  very  language  here  ufcd.     Dr  P.  gives  it  in 
the  Greek,  but  has  forgot  to  infert  it  in  the  tranflation* 
**  Be  it  fo,**  he  fays,  "  that  there  are  fome, — 'who  through 
^*- their  temerity  affirm,"  Wr.     When  he  adds,  *•  But  we  do 
•*  not  fay  fo,"  does  he  mean  himfelf  only.     He  fpeaks  un- 
doubtedly of  the  church  in  general.     It  is  the  ufual  lan- 
guage of  ancient  writers,  when  they  exprefe  the  common  faith 
ef  that  chjirch  of  which  they  were  members.  But,  from  his 
anfwer  to  the  next  objeftiouj  it  is  evident  that  h^  accounted 
this  the  language  of  heretics  :  ''  Thefe  things  again^  takeii 
**  &om  I  know  not  what  moft  obfcure  herefy,  he  objedJs  to 
*' aU  Chrijlians  %:* 

Vol.  n.  Y  But 

■*  £(«  Tfiv  los-ov  vtoirtvorru*     Ibid*  I*  2*  p.  J^* 
f  Ibid.  1.  5.  p.  274. 

%  Km  I*  Turosi  ^q  •nraXty^  tvK  0»3'  ettro   irotdt  ett^tai^i  etm^oTCtriK 
ttiVTfe.  AfcCft^y,  ir»jt  X^tarrtm^t^  ocv*  uvr»f  <yK«^M•     Ibid.  p.  3S8. 
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But  tliough  thefe  words  had  admitced  of  the  Cenlie  ^veiv 
them  by  Dr  P.,  t!ie  proof  muft  have  been  exceedingly  de- 
ficient. Though  tills  evidence  had  been  more  direB  than  it 
appears  to  be,  it  would  fcarcely  have  demonltrated  tlut 
Gentile  Chriftiant  Kcre  generally  Unitarians.  Give  our  au- 
thor liis  pleafure  of  this  paiTage,  it  could  only  prove  that 
there  were  (tivej)  certain  perjom  favourable — to  his  c^ 
(lions  \  nay,  to  thofe  directly  oppoiite,  in  the  great  rao/F^ 
tude  of  Lelievers. 

His  next  proof  is  &om  Kufebius,  tcHo,  \a  his  work  1- 
gainft  Marceilus,  when  fpeaking  of  thofe  who  denied  "  ths 
"  pre-exiftence  and  divinity  of  Chrift,"  is  fo  far  from  bj- 
ing  that  tliey  were  out  of  the  church,  that  he  particukily 
vomplains  "  that  Marceilus,  one  of  them,  even  prelidcd  ia 
*'  it,  being  then  biihop  of  Ancyr^  •."  But  it  caonoi  Ic 
unknown  to  our  author,  that  the  learned  aie  by  no  means 
agreed,  whetlier  Marceilus  was  heterodox  in  his  opinian^ 
Qt  not.  He  had  been  in  a  ftate  of  the  flrideft  frieudfliip 
with  Athanalius.  But  the  latter  condemns  him  as  a  he- 
retic, in  an  Oration  fuppofed  to  have  been  wrote  about  the 
year  357  t-  Some,  however,  contend  that  fome  time  before 
his  death  he  fatisfied  Atlianafius  as  to  the  doubts  entenain- 
t'd  by  him,  with  refpeft  to  his  orthodoxy  %.  Marceilus  !ui 
wrote  agkinft  Allcrius  an  Arian.  He  had  alfo  withdram 
from  that  council,  which  met  firft  at  Tyre,  and  afterward* 
at  Jerulalcm,  and  which  condemned  Athanalius  :  and  he 
refilled  to  hold  comnituiion  with  thofe  who  had  aiTeniedlD 
this  deed.  The  Arian  party  were  on  thefe  accounts  fo  en- 
gaged at  Marceilus,  that  they  aeculisd  hiin  as  a  Sabellian. 

In  thefe  circumilancei,  it  is  not  furpriUng  that  the  wort 

*  Cont.  MitKll.vol.  i.  p.  32.  ip.  Auirl. 

t  Unnm  elTe  Chliftum  Ontio,  Open,  vol.  i.  p.  6S6. 

i  Lfgit.  Ill  Atbinif.  ap.  B^rrimiin,  p.  104. 
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feiife  {hould  be  put  on  his  language.  Therefore,  he  was 
depofed  bj  the  biihops  dTembled  at  Conflantinople.  But 
his  work  againft  Afterius  being  afterwards  examined  by 
the  councils  of  Rome  and  Sardica,  he  was  acquitted  of  the 
charge  of  herefjr,  and  reftored  to  his  biihopric  • 

Epiphanius  was  never  fufpeded  of  being  too  gentle  in 
his  fentin^ents  concerning  thofe  who  were  acciifed  of  herefy: 
But  he  acknowledges  himfelf  at  a  lofs  to  know  what  were 
the  opinions  of  Marcellus.  ^^  The  fecrets  of  his  mind/' 
he  lays,  **  were  known  to  God."  He  acknowledges,  that 
thofe  who  were  named  after  him  denied  a  Trinity  of  per- 
fons ',  but  afferts  that  they  w#re  ignorant  of  his  mind,  and 
^  did  not  truly  exprefe  what  he  thought,"  This  writer  goes 
no  farther  than  to  lay,  that  he  feemed  to  fall  into  the  error 
of  the  Sabellians  f .  If  we  can  credit  Epiphanius  in  any 
part  of  his  work,  it  is  here.  For  he  was  his  cotemporary ; 
smd  he  informs  us,  that  Marcellus  had  died  only  two  years 
before  he  wrote  thefe  things. 

I  do  not  mean  to  exculpate  him  from  the  charge  of 
herefy  5  but  only  to  {hew  that  his  own  cotemporaries.werc 
divided  in  their  iientiments  concerning  him,  that  he  was  pro- 
teded  by  fome  of  the  wamleft  friends  of  the  Trinitarian 
dodrine,  and  accounted  by  them  a  martyr  to  his  zeal  againft 
Arianilm*  It  alfo  appears,  that  he  ftiU  denied  thofe  opi- 
nions imputed  to  him  t*  The  council  of  Conftantinople^ 
which  condemned  him,  at  the  £stme  s^ppointed  Eufebius  6£ 
Neo-Cefarea  to  reftite  his  errors.  It  would  feem  that  he 
was  fingled  out  for  this  labour,  becaufe  Marcellus  had  prey- 
ed him  very  hard,  in  his  work  againft  Afterius  ||.     Thence 

Y  2  it 

* 

♦  SocratHift.  lib.  i.  c.  36.  p.  73.    Lib.  2,  c/«o.  p.  105.    Sozomen* 
Hb.  a*  c.  33.  p.  92. 

f  Hser*  11,  \  Epipban.  ubi  Xup. 

,     H  Vid.  Cave,  Hift.  Ltteraif.  vol.  i.  p.  152. 
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it  is  noturxl  to  fuppofe  th:U  Eufebius  wouU  pat  the  xiaA 
conftru^on  on  his  modes  of  espreHion,  and  might  rathct 
wifli  to  find  him  a  heretic  than  otherwife.  As  MarceUm 
was  protefted  in  his  biihopric,  by  ihofc  who  reckoaed  liioi 
orthodox,  notwith (landing  his  depofirion  by  the  council; 
this  was  the  fource  of  the  complaint  of  Enfcbius  refierred 
to  by  our  author. 

But  it  Jnufl  be  evident  to  every  reader,  that,  ia  ihefc  or- 
cumllances.  the  continuance  of  Marcellus  in  his  bifltopnc 
cannot  be  admitted  as  a  proof  that  Unitarians  were  not  out 
of  tht  church  ;  unlels  it  could  be  fiiewn  that  all  thofc  called 
Patripaffians,No!:tians  and  SabeHians,  whofe  fentiments  Mar- 
cellus was  faid  to  expofe,  were  alfo  fuffered  to  remain  in 
communion  ;  the  contrary  of  which  has  been  proved.  In- 
deed, the  hiftory  of  Marcellus,  inftead  of  being  ferviccaUe 
to  our  anther,  oppofes  his  defign.  It  proves  lliat  Unitarian! 
were  not  fulFered  to  continue  in  the  church.  For  thofc  who 
prote^ed  him,  did  it  on  this  ground  only,  that,  as  far  ai 
they  could  difcem,  he  was  not  chargeable  with  the  herefy 
afcribed  to  them.  They  never  tJiought  of  objetling  that, 
alchou^  the  charge  had  beoi  weU-fnuaded,  the  cenfijre  vtf 
too  fevere. 

Dr  P.  pnxeeda  in  his  dirtfi  proof.  "  That  ChsybAoatT 
he  dye,  "  con&Iered  almoA  all  the  Chriftians  as  being  V^fr 
«  tarians  ia  the  age  of  the  apoftles,  has  beeafbewn  •kc 
"  <^  v.V  Our  author,  indeed^  in  a  former  part  d  thii 
work,  has  given  many  quatationi  from  this  Father.  Botbc 
has  not  produced  one,  in  which  Ctiryfoftom  aOiats  that  tbr 
generality  of  Cluiftians  were  Unicariana^  This  is  .^le  Oo^> 
own  inference  from  the  loofe  and  rhetorical  language  of 
the  biihop  of  Conftantinople.  This  infereuce  proceeds  on 
feveral  falfe  fuppofitions.  Firft,  it  is  fuppofed  that  he  rcat 
ly  thought  that  the  church,  in  the  apefUtlic  age,  did  not  be- 

licn 

•  Vol.  iii.  p.  idi.  ■      -     ., 
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Eeve  our  Saviour's  divinity.  But  the  utmoft  that  candour 
can  cbBea  from  his  v^rords  is,  that,  in  his  apprehenfion, 
Jefiis  did  not,  in  his  own  difcourfes,  iiiCft  fo  much  on  this, 
as  oh  the  doflrine  of  his  being  the  true  Meffiah  ;  that  the 
difciples  had  only  obfcure  notions  about  h,  v^rhiie  they  enjoyed 
his  bodily  prefence  ;  that  tlie  slpoftles,  in  their  firft  addrefles 
to  unbelievers,  more  diredly  proclaimed  his  mediatory  cha- 
rafter,  obferving  the  ifame  plan  wiA  their  mailer  in  inftruc- 
tiiig  them,  brfore  the  efiufion  of  the  Spirit;  and  that  the 
three  former  Evahgelifts  did  not  write  fo  cxprefely  on  this 
(fabjed  as  John.  That  on  thelaft  point  efpecially  the  good 
F adier  has  many  expreffions,  which  will  not  bear  a  critical 
inveiligation,  is  undeniable* 

Even  (Ml  the  very  improbable  fuppofition  of  Chryfoftom 
being  perfuaded,  that  die  church  knew  nothing  of  the  di- 
vinity of  Chrift  till  Jo|in  wrote,  our  author's  aflertion  is 
not  proved..  It  requires  to  be  propped  by  another  fuppofi- 
tion ; — a  plan  of  perfefting  the  fabric  of  hiftory  that  feenis 
never  to  have  been  executed  fo  completely  before.  It 
muft  be  fuppofed,  as  the  perfuaiion  of  Chryfaftona',  that 
John  did  hot  write  his  Gofpel,  till  the  fiift  generation  ef 
Chriitiahs  was  moftly  gone.  We  have  no  evidence  that  he 
thought  fo ;  and  this  idea  feems  to  be  contrary  to  fad. 

Our  author's  fyltem  ftill  craves  the  alliliance  of  another 
fnpprjfition; — that  becaufe  Chryfoftom  "  confidercd  aimdft 
"  all  the'Chriftians  as  being  Unitarians,  in  the  age  of  the  A- 
**  poftles,"  the>  muftirdiy  have  been  fo.  Were  a  fuppoiitioa 
of  the .  fame  kind  made  by  his  opponents,  the  leArned 
Grent'leman  would  treat  it  whh  contempt.  And  as  the  mat- 
ter Hands,  this  deferves  no  better  treatment.  For  adthough 
the  good  Father  had  been  capable  of  fuch  an  idea,  it  could 
have  had  no  weight  with  thofe  who  had  the  teihmouies  of 
Juftin  IVf  artyr,  of  Irenaeus,  and  of  Tertullian^  and  above  all, 
^at  of  infpiradon  itfelf,  to  oppofe  to  it. 
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But  there  is  oo  occalion  for  eclaigiiig  mi  this  point ;  M 
the  K-arned  Dr  Horfley  has  fully  infwered  our  authoi's  o^ 
jedions,  both  with  refpefl  lo  Athanafius  and  Chryfoftooi. 
We  have  elfewhere  fliewo,  thai,  whatever  the  Fi.thers  mi^ 
have  thought,  it  is  clear  from  the  New  TelUmcnt,  thai  the 
ApolUcs  preached,  and  that  ChrilHans  believed  that  Jefi» 
was  God. 

but  after  all,  Dr  P.  cannot  agree  with  his  worthy  fellow- 
labourer,  Chryfodom.  For  he  immediately  adds  to  the  *■ 
bove  aftertioui  " — and  yet  he  fays  that  in  their  time  there 
"  was  no  herefy  ".  This,  however,  could  not  be  RrifUf 
"  true,  becaufe  there  were  Gnoftics  in  the  times  of  the  A-' 
**  poftlcd  ;  but  they  were  few  compared  with  their  nuin- 
*'  hers  afterwards.  On  this  account  it  is  faid  by  feveral  of 
"  the  ancients,  that  herefy  began  in  the  time  of  Adriai, 
"  when  the  mod  diliinguillivd  of  the  Gnoflics  made  theii 
"  appearance-"  Suppoling  this  to  be  Chryfoflom's  mein- 
ing,  as,  it  would  feem,  our  author  wifhes  to  do,  it  remaioi 
for  him,  either  to  prove  that  Chryfoflom  accoimted  ihe  U- 
nitarian  doctrine  no  herefy,  or  to  rcirafl  his  aflertion  that  the 
fame  writer  "  confidered  almoU  all  the  Chriitians  as  being 
*'  Unitarians  in  the  age  of  the  Apotfles."  It  was  iucauiious 
in  our  auihor  lo  quote  this  paiTage ;  as  it  clearly  proves  hi) 
Itrong  propenlJty  to  build  on  mere  words,  without  reginl 
lo  the  meaning  of  the  writer. 

But  if  ihe  rtader  be  Itartlcd  at  the  incoherence  of  the 
proof  from  Chrylotlom,  he  h»s  only  to  ej:ercife  bis  pa- 
tience a  httle,  and  he  Ihall  obtain  as  mu^h  fatisfa^on  u  be 
ci.n  reafonably  deiire.  Whatever  ftiould  be  thought  of 
the  proof,  our  author  is  determined  not  to  lofe  figbi  of  the 
pofitito- 

nt  *l'/(ta  *>.    Ser.  61-    Cpcr.  vol.  5.  p.  8051,  ip.  Auft. 
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pofition.  *^  That  the  commonr  people  among  Chrifiians/' 
he  fays,  *^  were  a£hiallj  Unitarians  in  the  early  ages,  and 
•*  believed  nothing  of  the  pre-exiftence  or  divinity  of  Chrift 
**  before  the  Council  of  Nice,  we  have  as  exprefs  a  teftimo- 
**  as  can  be  defired  in  the  cafe.  Thefe  fublime  dodrine» 
**  were  thoujght  to  be  aboVe"  their  comprehenfion,  and  to 
**  be  capable  of  being  underfiood  and  received  by  the  learn- 
"  ed  only.  This  we  fee  moft  clearly  in  the  general  flrain 
**  of  Origen's  writings,  who  was  himfelf  a  firm  believer, 
^'  and  a  zealous  defender  of  the  pre-exiftence  and  divinity 
**  of  Chrift.     *  This,*  fays  h^,  *  we   ought  to   underftand, 

*  that  as  the  law  was  a  ihadow  of  good  things  to  come^  fo 

*  is  the  Gofpel,  as  it  is  underfiood  by  the  generality.  But 
^  that  which  John  .calls  the  everlafting  go/pel^   and   which 

*  may  be  mort  properly  called  l\it  fpiritual^  inftrufts  the  in- 

*  teOigent  very  clearly  concerning  the  Son  of  God.   Where- 

*  fore,  the  gofpel  muft  be  taught  both  corporeally  and  fpiri- 
'  tually,  and  when  it  is  neceflary,  we  muft  preach  the  cor- 

*  poreal  gofpel,  faying  to  thh  carnal,  that  we  know  nothing 
^  but  Jeftts  Chrift,  and  him  crucified.  But  when  perfons 
'  are  found  confirmed  in  the  Spirit,  bringing  forth  fruit  in. 

it,  and  in  love  with  heavenly  wifdom,  we  muft  impart  to^ 
^  to  them  the  Logos  returning  from  his  bodily  ftate,  in  that 
^  he  was  in  the  beginning  with  God.  *•' 

•If  this  pafTage  proves  any  thing  in  oiir  author's  favour, 
it  proves  too  much.  For  if  it  refpe£b  the  generality  of 
Chriftians,  it  denotes  that  they  knew  Jefus  in  his  ftate 
of  humiliation  only,  and  not  as  exalted  '^  in  returning  from 
«  his  bodUy  ftate."     ^ 

But  it  is  exprefely  denied  that  Origen  here  contrafts  the 
€ommott  people  with  the  learned.  The  reader,  indeed,  may 
be  mifled  by  paffages  quoted  without  any  hint  of  their  con- 
nexion, or  any  regard  to  it.    In  what  precedes  this  paf- 

Y  4  fage, 
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fage,  Origen  fpeaks  of  the  legal  difpecfation.  He  kjt 
that  under  it  there  were  fome  more  perfeB,  and  ocbea 
whom  he  calls  bttU  children.  The  former,  ss  the  Paoi- 
arciis,  Mjfes,  and  the  prophets,  had  far  clearer  views  al 
the  coming  of  Chriil  than  the  latter,  and  contemplated  lui 
glory.  Therefore,  they  accommodated  their  difcouiiei  H 
pae'-ile  minds,  as  being  rigntly  z^le^  pedagogutt.  "  Bm^" 
he  adds,  "  The  Son  himfclf,  he  who  ii  glorified  as  Got 
"  the  Wurd,  had  not  yet  come ;  waidog,  to  wit,  till  thcfe 
"  men  of  God,  who  were  to  perceive  bis  divinity,  ibooU 
"  make  a  decent  preparation  jpt  him." 

Then  he  Ihews  that  this  plan  of  inflrufHon  miiA  Aill  be 
obferved,  even  under  the  New  Teftament,  For  he  inline- 
diately  adds  what  is  quoted  by  Dr  P.,  as  above.  Accord- 
ing to  the  Latin  verfion,  Origen  fays ;  "  Now  it  is  necef- 
"  fary  lo  know  this  a//o  *."  He  evidently  means,  that  a 
this  method  was  obferved  under  the  law,  there  mull  be 
fomething  of  the  fame  kind  even  under  the  gofpel.  Tha 
he  alliens  a  reafon  for  fpeaking  fn  this  manner  :  "  As  the 
"  law  contains  a  ftiadow  of  good  things  to  come,  which 
*'  are  declared  by  the  law  truly  explained,  — fa  ii  the  ^o- 
"  /pel,  as  it  is  underjluod  by  the  generality."  N.o,  Origen 
hath  laid  nothing  riiat  can  bear  this  fenfe.  He  does  not  fi> 
much  as  mention  the  generality.  This  is  entirely  our  a»- 
thor's  own  glofs.  The  other  pan  of  the  contrail,  as  Qated 
by  Origen,  is  fomething  very  different  :^"  even  fo  the 
"  gofpel,  as  it  is  received  to  be  uiide-'llood  by  all  who  m 
"  coming  to  be  inftnifled,  teaches  a  jhadow  of  the  Chri- 
"  ftian  myfteries  \."     Here  he  has  no  idea   of  contnfliDj 
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Afi  Itamtd  widi  the  common  pieopki  but  dmrclMnenAin 
with  the  cntedumenSf  whe  were  yet  to  be  inidsted  in  tie 
firjl  frmcifies  of  the  oraciet  of  God,  TTierefore,  it  id  add- 
ed;  ^  But  what  John  calls  tif  tverlnftihg  ^«^«/^-u^learly 
^  places  arotmd  xhok  who  are  knowing,  (appareodj  ui  al- 
^  lufion  to  fnbbeams  as  eppofed  to  a  fliadow)  and  before 
^<  dieir  eyes,  all  things  concerning  the  Son  of  God*,  boti 
^  tie  ng^jltrits  txhihaed  fy  his  own  di/co$tr/is,  nndtbetUngs 
*  ofvihieh  Us  anions  xoere  enigmatical  \  J' 

Nothing  can  be  plainer,  than  that  the  only  perfons  ha^ 
^ntrafted  are  thbfe  coming,  i^Raddu,  to  be  inftraded,  and  toi$ 
vosat,  tbofe  already  infituBed.  After  this,  the  Latin  verfioii 
h  deficient.  But  I  fiifpeft  that  fomething  follows,  exprefilj 
refpeding  their  initiation  s  becauiie  thefe  words  appear  im« 
Mediately  after  the  hiatus.  Sic  Ghriftiaoss  fit,  et  baptiibuu 
The  Very  paflage  joined  with  this  by  our  author,  althon^ 
Aeire  is  a  confiderabie  diftance  between  the  two,  according 
to  the  originsd,  confirms  die  view  we  have  given,  and  evir 
dendy  defeats  the  defign  of  the  quotation*  Having  ibe¥f^ 
in  the  intermediate  part  of  die  di£coui&,  that  Peter  confonB^- 

ed 

^ofavtfv  vro  ff'ifVTtfv  rvy  irrvy%ayofTc#y  v«iu0^«i»  Comment,  ut 
fap.  I  can  form  no  other  idea  of  the  meaoing  of  the  lattet 
expreflion,  than  that  given  above  \  unlefs  it  (hould  be  ren- 
dered, '^  as  it  feems  to  be  tmdcrilood  by  all  who  accidentaHy 
**  meet  with  it,'*  that  is,  by  thofe  who  are  not  chtirch-mem* 
bers.  But  the  other  appears  mod  natural,  and  mod  agree^ 
able  to  the  connexion* 

jtKn,  9'afat  irttftrna-t   roi^   voytai  rs   Ttavrti  fvcijriov   irtft  vi«  r«   0f«. 
Ibid. 

f  Thefe  words,  according  to  the  Lttin,  foUoy^  our  author's  ^ota- 
tioD ; — turn  myfteria  ab  ipfius  ferroonibas,  cxhibita,  tam  res,  qoamm  tOr 
nigmata  ipfias  a^iones  erant.  They  ihew  that  Origen  was  convmce4 
that  our  Lord  had  preached  the  do^rihe  of  hU  ^wn  divinity. 
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ed  to  the  Jews,  and  that  Paul  htcame  ail  things  to  aSatn, 
,  that  he  might  gain  fome  i  Origen  applies  thefe  things  in  thii 
manner  :  "  Wherefore,  thai  we  may  be  Chrifttans  both  a 
"  body  aad  Spirit ",  it  \s  neceflary  to  preach  the  g6f])d  bo6 
"  corporeally  and  fpiritually.  And  when  it  is  ncccQii^ 
"  to  preach  the  corporeal  gofpel,  do  this  as  laying  to  ibe 
*'  carnal,  that  they  mud  know  notliing  but  jefus  Chrifl 
"  and  him  crucified.  But  when  tliey  may  aftcrwanb  bt 
"  found  confirmed  in  the  Spirit,  impart  to  them  the  Word,' 

The  lame  perfons  are  evidently  fpoken  of,  firft,  as  in  the 
ftate  of  inquiry,  and  afterwards,  as  confirmed.  If  we  «• 
tend  to  the  great  fecrecy  which  by  this  time  was  intTodn* 
ced  into  the  church,  with  refpe£t  to  myfteriesi  it  will  throw 
confiderable  light  on  the  language  of  Origen.  As  ihcic 
were  different  clafles  of  catechumens,  fome  being  iaxtba 
advanced  than  others  ;  they  were  all  excluded  from  thofe 
diibourfes  that  treated  of  myAeiies,  which  were  mideU 
church- members  alone.  However  long  perfons  might  haw 
been  in  the  ftate  of  catechumens,  the  myfteries  of  the  Tri- 
nity and  Incarnation  were  not  taught  them,  till  about  fixty 
days  before  baptifm  f.  Though  fuch  fecrecy  had  no  wa- 
rant  from  the  example  of  our  Saviour  and  hii  apofllcs-, 
though  there  was  no  precedent  for  it  in  the  condufl  of  thofe 
who  lived  aeareft  their  times  ;  being  once  introduced,  motf 
probably  in  imitation  of  the  heathen  myAcries,   it  is  oau- 

nl 

*  Theft  words  in  Italics  arc  takeo  from-the  Latin  ixrlton.  th(M|1>  ncJ- 
thci  in  oar  aullioc'i  Englifh  nor  Giuk.  Htnc  ob  cau&ai,  tum  (pirilii,  f» 
Cocpore,  Cbriftianiul  limui,  neceliecD  ttrorponle  Eiangeliiun  predion, 
Ix.  The  teitoo  Origen  ftemt  to  gire  far  preaching  the  gofpel  ttrptrtJ^.* 
the  obligation  lying  on  ChriQiani,  franca/I}  lo  accammuilau  themfeiw 
to  tke  inErmitici  of  the  wtai.  j  which  he  has  illuftratcd  by  the  taoflt 
•fFaBL 

f  HietaDjrm.  id  Pamniach.  Ep.  bi.  See  a  foU  lecount  of  thit  ^ 
■a  ia  Binihaia't  Anti^oities,  booi  s.  C.  3,  £. 
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ral  to  fuppole  that  the  Chriftian  writers  would  do  all  in  their 
power  to  vindicate  their  difcipline,  as  if  fanftioned  b^  the 
higheft  authority.  This  feems  to  have  been  the  tilie  fpring 
pi  th^  pains  they  took  to  illuftrate  the  prudence  or  caution^ 
call  it  what  you  pleafe,  which  they  afcribed  to  our  Lord 
and  his  difciples,  with  refped  to  the  myfterious  dofhines  of  < 
our  faith.  This  feems  to  have  been  their  principal  reafon 
for  fo  frequently  ftating  a  contrail  between  John  and  the  . 
other  Kvangelifts,  and  for  making  a  diftinflion  fo  abfurd  as 
that  between  what  they  called  the  corporeal  gofytl^  and  the 
fpirituid.  ' 

This  hypotheiis  receives  abundant  confirmation  from 
the  circumftance  of  die  earlieft  fathers  making  no  fuch 
diftindion.  As  little  did  they  think  of  averting  that 
the  three  firft  Evangelifts  concealed  our  Saviour's  di- 
vinity ;  although  it  muft  ftill  have  been  evident  that 
it  is  more  clearly  and  fiilly  declared  by  John,  than  by  any 
of  the  reft.  Not  till  after  the  introduftion  of  this  fecret 
difctplinef  which  feems  tp  have  been  about  the  beginning  of  / 
the  third  century,  did  the  fathers,  as  far  as  I  can  obferve^ 
.  form  fuch  diftinftions,  or  ftate  fuch  contrails.  But  in  fuc- 
ceeding  agea^  we  find  them  calling  forth  all  the  powers  of 
dieir  eloqueni^e  on  thefe  topics.  The  writers  of  this  age 
would  alfo  like  to  dwell  on  diftin£lions  of  this  kind,  becaufe 
they  were  fo  fond  of  the  allegorical  method  of  treating 
fcripture.  This  Origen  carried  farther  than  any  who  had 
gone  before  him.  He  was  indeed  the  firft,  as  Mofheim  ob- 
ferves,  who  reduced  it  into  a  fyftem,  and  laid  down  deter- 
minate rules  for  the  obfervation  of  it.  Whence  he  has  ge- 
nerally been  confidered  as  its  principal  author. 

The  earlier  fathers  were  content  with  allegorizing  the 
law.  But  as  this  did  not  afford  {hadows  enow  for  thofe  who 
fucceeded  them,  their  inventive  powers  were  fet  to  work 
•n  the  fubftance  itfelf*    Thence,  as  John  had  written  more 

I  fuUy 
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fiiSj  concerning  the  deitj  of  Chrift,  than  the  other  Emi- 
geliffe.  It  Teemed  a  nice  idea,  that  the  three  firft  gave  dK 
hodyf  but  he  ihtfpirit  of  the  gof;.el. 

They  would  alfo  naturallj  improve  this  as  an  azgamat' 
for  their  mode  of  inftruflion  :  as  on  the  foundatioa  of  dior 
6wn  ditUnSiony  they  might  pretend  that  the  three  fonner 
gofpeb  contained  the  rudiments  ueceflarj  for  the  dnuch  ii 
a  catechumenal  (late  *,  and  that  John  appeared  afierwarl^ 
declaring  thole  dodrines  for  which  the  others  had  only  pc^ 
pared  her.  I  need  not  obferve^  how  little  regard  we  od^ 
to  have  to  the  vagaries  of  any  writer,  who,  like  Orige% 
thinks  that  he  can  correal  the  language  of  infpiratioii, « 
give  a  fitter  name  to  the  Gofpel  than  that  given  it  by  tbe 
Spirit  of  God. 

If  we  duly  weigh  thefe  two  circtunftances,  of  the  feact 
difciplinc,  and  the  allegorical  method  of  interpretatioo,  thej 
will  of  themfelves  be  nearly  Rifficient  to  obviate  tDf 
difficulty  apparently  arifing  from  the  modes  of  expreffidi 
adopted,  not  by  Origen  only,  but  by  the  other  Fathen, 
who  have  been  called  as  witncfles  of  the  general  prevalenct 
of  Unitarian  do^lrines. 

It  is  not  furprifing  that  a  writer,  who  was  fo  abfolutcl/ 
devoted  to  myftical  fenfes,  as  to  fpeak  contemptuoufly  evea 
of  the  letter  of  the  gofpel,  fhould  frequently  take  occaSoa 
to  expofe  the  ignorance  of  others,  whil*'  he  thus  virtuaEj 
extolled  his  own  inventive  powers.'  This  is  the  obviocs 
tendency  of  the  other  paflages  quoted  by  Dr  P.  Origca 
fays  j  *'  Some  arc  adorned  with  the  Logos  itfelf,  bet  0- 
"  thcrs  with  a  Logos  which  is  akin  to  it,  and  fccming  to 
"  them  to  be  the  true  Logos,  who  know  nothing  but  Jtfua 
**  Chrill  and  him  crucified,  who  look  at  the  Word  made 
•*  flclL  *."  In  thefe  words,  there  is  nothing  that  ihc^ 
whether  he  immediately  referred  to  catechumens,  or  to 
2  c!iu:wh' 
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diurch-member^.  He  aUb  hjs ;  ^  There  are  who  partake 
^  of  the  Logos  who  was  from  the  begixKuag,  the  Logos  who 
■*  was  with  God,  and  the  Logos  who  was  God»  as  Holiea, 
^  Ifaiah  and  Jeremiah,  •  and  any  others  who  {pcaik  of  him  as 
■;'  the  Logps  of  God,  aAd  Ae  Logos  that  was  with  him.  But 
^  there  are  Qthets,  who  know  nothing  l>ut  Jefus  Chrift  and 
^  him  crucified,  the  Logos  that  was  made  flefh,  thinking 
^  ^ey  have  every  Uiing  rf  the  Logps,  when  they  acknow- 
^  ledge  Chrift  according  to  the  9e&m  Soch  is  the  mnl- 
^  titnde  of  tho(e  who  are  called  Cbriftians  /*  Here«  l 
fpfiU  Origpa  feems  to  fpeak  of  church-metabers.  But 
^e  whole  conteiA  is  fuph  a  mals  of  tnyftic  abfurdity^  thot 
h  is  impol&bLe  to  know  his  detenaninate  meaning*  ahnoil  in 
l|ay  one  aflertion. .  A  few  lines  before^  explaining  a  paf- 
j^  in  Oeut.  iy.  he  iay$,  that  C^od  gave  the  heavenly 
l^odi^  to  the  nations,  *'  that  thoie  who  cannot  secur  to  in<- 
f!  telligible  natnre,  might  fufped  that  there  was  divinity 
^  in  bodily  and  fenfible  things,  and  not  defoend  to  the 
^  werihip  of  idols  (the  work  of  the  hands  of  men)  an4 
^  daemons."  I  prefume,  that  it  would  puzzle  our  antfaor 
buafelf  to  make  any  thing  that  has  the  /badow  of  fenie, 
not  to  fpeak  of  tht/ubfiance^  in  the  greateii  part  of  the  ex* 
pofition  of  that  paiTage  which  is  the  pretended  text. 

Are  we  then  to  form  our  judgment  of  the  realftate  of 
die  ChrifBan  church  from  fuch  an  unintelligible  ihapfbdy  ? 
iTake  this  expoikion  as  we  find  it,  can  we  fairly  conclude 
tibat  Origen  meant  to  i&j  that  the  generality  of  Cbriftians 
did  not  beHeve  the  divinity  of  Chrift  ?  The  good  Father,  I 
am  perfuaded,  would  have  fiiuddered  at  fuch  an  inference 
fro.n  his  language.  Had  this  been  the  cafe,  he  could  ne- 
ver have  faid  that  they  **  looked  at  the  Word  made  flefli,'* 
knew  the  W(»:d  in  this  refped,  and  **  thought  they  had  e- 
•*  very  thing  of  the  Word,  wiien  they  acknowledged  Chrift 

''  according 

*  Ibid. 
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"  according  to  the  flefli."  He  would  not  even  have  [aii, 
"  that  they  were  inftraaed  in  the  Jhadow  of  the  Logos." 
For  the  mere  humanity  of  Jefus  would  not  have  receiid 
this  defignation. 

That  he  does  not  mean  to  defcribc  the  multitudes,  ddwi 
as  Patripaflians,  or  as  Anthropians,  (which  two  names  if 
eluded  all  now  called  Unitarians)  is  clear  from  the  partio- 
lar  mention  made  of  thefe  herefies  a  little  before,  i 
following  words :  "  Hence  the  difficulty  may  be  folni 
"  which  difturbs  many  -who  profefs  that  they  love  God,  mi 
"  fear  to  introduce  two  gods.  And  therefore,  they  fiB 
"  into  falfe  and  impious  doftrinea,  either  denying  the  pi> 
"  party  of  the  Son  to  be  diAinfl  from  that  of  the  Fadet, 
"  confeffing  that  he  is  God  with  the  name  only,  who  bj 
"  them  is  called  the  Son;  or  denying  the  divinity  of  tie 
"  Son,  and  affening  that  his  property  and  eflence  exift  fej 
"  a  defcription  different  from  thofe  of  the  Father  ".'*  fflai 
then,  docs  he  lay  to  the  charge  of  the  multitude  ?  Tbey 
-did  not  underiland  fo  much  about  the  Logos  as  "  Hotel, 
"  'Ilaiah  and  Jeremiah,  and  any  others  that  fpeak  of  hira," 
Wc.  When  they  read,  In  the  Old  Teftament,  that  TJr 
>uor(f  of  the  Lord  came  to  any  one,  they  were  fo  ignonni  m 
to  underftand  this  language  of  the  word  of  revelation  j  bni 
had  not  learned  that  the  perfonal  Word  was  meant.  T!iiJ 
is  not  onr  own  conjefture.  For  in  the  introdudlion  to  this 
difcourfe,  addrelTed  to  his  friend  Amhrofe,  and  meant  U 
explain  that  paffage,  The  Word  was  with  God,  he  tells  him 

do: 

*  £t  bine  folvi  potcft  illud  quDd  pertuibat  miiltos  proRtenta  Te  Du  ^ 
mance)  clTi:,  te  vcrenlei  iaot  priedicnre  deoi.  Et  pioptti  hoc,  ia  filli 
ct  impii  dogmiia  incidcntes,  vel  neguitei  proprictateii)  Filii  tdciliiMi 
Filrii  proptieute.  conStenteii  Dcum  rife  cum  oooiine  laocum,  qaiift' 
ipfqi  Filiui  appcUitur;  vcl  ncgantei  Filii  diviniutcm,  el  poncnua  ifia 
ptDpriciatein,  el  elTfntiiin  pc  r  dcfctiplioDcm  cxiAere  *li>a«  PMk>  Cht 
-  aieni.  in  Job.  Tol.ii.  p.  173. 
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that  he  is  to  fhew  in  what  feixfe  this  was  true.  ^*  There- 
**  fore,"  he  fays,  "  for  explaining  this,  it  will  be  ufefiil  t» 
•*  attend  to  the  fenfe  of  that  expref&on,  the  Word  came  to 

,  **  certain  perfons.  For  example,  ^be  Word  of  the  Lord 
**  came  to  Hofea. — ^How,  therefore,  the  Word  of  the  Lord 
'*  came  to  Hofea,  and  tb  Iiaiah^-«<ind  to  Jeremiah,  is  to  be 
^  confidered,  that  thus,  by  comparifon,  the  truth  may  be 
**  difcovered,  in  what  refpeft  that  Word  was  with  God^ 
<<  But  indeed,  the  vulgar  may  explain  the  words  of  the 
^<  prophets  more  fimply,  as  refpe£ling  the  language  of  God, 
^<  or  language  made  to  them.  But  do  thou  obferve,  left 
^  perchance  our  labour  be  in  vain,  that  the  Son,  now 
'^  theologically  confidered  by  us,  is  the  Word  that  came 

'  «*  to  Hofea,  fent  to  him  by  the  Father  *." 

Then  he  fliews  that  we  are  to  underftand  him  as  coming, 
in  the  fame  lienfe,  to  Ifaiah  tod  Jeremiah.  When,  there- 
fere,  he  contrafts  the  knowledge  which  thefe  three  pro- 

'  'jfkkeXs  had  of  the  Logos  with  that  of  the  multitude,  he  evi- 
dently refers  to  what  he  had  thus  laid  of  them  before  \  and 
means  to  depreciate  the  knowledge  of  the  vulgar,  becaufe^ 
they  did  not  think  of  any  other  Logos,  as  there  meant,  than 
that  of  revelation.  As  he  explains  that  exprellion,  The 
Word  was  with  God^  of  his  being  fent  by  God  to  them,  he 
thence  infers,  that  th^  multitude  did  not  underftand  how  he 
had  been  with  God  i  becaufe  they  explained  the  language  of 
tie  prophets  more  Jimfly,    And  the  warmeft  friend  to  or-r 

thodox):. 

*  Ergo  utile  erit  ad  hoc  explicandum,  colligere  fermonem  qui  fcriptus 
edtp,  Fadlum  fuiife  ad  quofdam.  Yerbi  gratia,  Sermo  Domini  fadlus  eft 
ad  Ofee.-— QucNOiodo  ergo  Sermo  Domini  fa^us  eft  ad  Ofeam,  e(  Sermo 
ad  Eikiam  flium  Araos,  et  rurfus  ad  Hieremiiim,  confiderandem  eft,  ut 
fie  eollatione  &Aa  inveniri  poffit,  quonam  pa6bo  fermo  ille  erat  apud 
Deufli,  atque  equidem  vulgus  limplicias  exponit  prophetarUm  di^a,  ve« 
luti  fermone  Domini,  vel  fermone  fadlo  ad  ipfos.  Tu  verd  vide,  ne  fort^ 
at  dicimusi  hunc  ad  hanb  fieri,  fie  etiam  nunc  a  nobis  theologies  confide- 
rttiA  Filius,  fermo  fadius  fit  ad  Ofeam,  mifTus  ad  ipfum  a  Patre^  Cper. 
Vol.  ii.  p.  174. 
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thodox  dedrine  will  grant,  that  they  might  be  ver  j  good 

Chriftians  notwithftanding. 

Dr  F.,  furelj,  wiU  not  pretend  that  the  generality  of 
Ghriftians  in  Britain  are,  at  this  day,  Unitariama  (althon^it 
would  not  be  furpriiing,  though  this  (hould  be  ailerted  by  bis 
fucccflbrsy  a  century  or  two  hence  -,)  yet  I  am  perfuadcd 
that  the  znajority,  nay,  the  generality  of  the  sunhitiide, 
though  believing  in  a  Trinity  of  divine  perfons,  never  once 
thought  that  it  was  the  perfonal  Word  who  came  to  Hoia, 
lihiah  and  Jeremiah. 

Origen  alfb  &ys,  that  '*  the  multitudes  oi  believers  sre 
<*  inftruSed  in  the  fhadow  of  the  Logos,  and  not  in  the  tnx 
<<  Logos  of  God  which  is  in  the  open  heavens  *.^'  As  by 
xhtjbadow  of  the  Logos  he  means  the  perf<mal  Word  as  m- 
caxnate,  by  the  true  Word  in  the  open  heaven  he  xtiat  to 
the  defcxiption  given  of  our  Saviour  in  Rev.  zix.  iL-^iiS. 
When  he  afierts  the  ignorance  of  the  multitude  as  to  dK 
latter,  he  means  that  the  defcription  is  £b  metaphorical  aai 
fiiblime  that  they  did  not  comprehend  it.  They  knew  not 
in  what  lenfe  heamen  was  opened^  how  Jefus  was  faid  to^fif 
on  a  white  horfe,  &u*.  After  all,  he  fpeaks  as  if  the  ortho- 
dox teachers  themfelves  had  not  thought  it  proper  to  ex- 
plain fuch  fubjedb  to  them.  For  he  fays  ;  **  Tlie  muki- 
"  tudes  cy^i  jt*a^T£y£Tai,  are  not  difciplined  in  the  true  Lo- 
*'  gos." 

Perhaps,  becaufe  of  the  groflhefs  of  tlieir  minds,  their 
teachers  thought  it  inexpedient  to  Infift  much  on  paffages  of 
this  kind.  For  though  it  fhoiild  be  refufed  that  /tiofirrfwr* 
IS  here  ufed  in  its  flricl  and  proper  fenfe,  as  denoting  ths: 
this  was  a  part  of  inflru6lion  that  had  not  been  communica- 
ted, there  is  fiili  another  folution  of  the  apparent  difficult^. 
For  Origen  defcribes,  not  the  ignorant  only,  but  caniaJ  ani 
worldly  profeflbrs,   who  would  not   give   tliemfelves  tt 

troubi* 

•  Coir,  in  Joan.  vol.  ii.  p.  3a.  ap.  Auil.  vol.  iii.  p.  265, 


Chap.  II.  MQt  the  Majsority.  353 

trouble  of  feardiing  the  fcriptures.  For,  a  few  fentences 
before,  when  fpeakiag  of  hfaven  being  opened^  he  iajs ; 
Therefore,  I  apprehend  that,  heaven  is  ihut  to  the  im- 
pious, and  to  thofe  who  bear  the  image  of  the  earthly ; 
'<  but  opet>ed  to  the  juft,  and  to  thofe  who  bear  the  image 
**  of  the  heavenly.  The  things  which  are  more  excellent, 
^'  to  wit,  are  locked  to  thofe  who  are  grovelling  on  the 
*'  earth,  and  living  in  the  flelh,  becauie  thej  cannot  under- 
^'  (land  thefe  things,  nor  can  thej  perceive  their  beauty 
**  (becaufe  they  are  unwilling)  beipg  prone,  and  not^endea- 
**  vouring  to  elevate  themfelves  :  wherea3  the  juft  and  ez- 
^  cellent,  as  enjoying  the  right  of  citizens  in  heaveUt 
'^  contemplate  heavenly  things,  which  are  opened  by  the 
**  key  of  David  \  the  divine  Word,  to  wit,  opening  and 
**  manifefting  thefe  things  fignified  by  the  words  under 
**  confider  tion ;  inafmuch  as  he  is  carried  on  a  white 
''  horfe,  on  account  of  clear,  candid  and  luminous  know- 
**  ledge." 

After  explaining  the  epithet  /ai>i&/«/,  given  to  the  Word, 
he  proceeds  to  that  of  true.  "  He  is  true  alfo,  with  rel^^eft 
**  to  the  difference  between  the  ihadow,  and  the  figure,  aiid 
•*  the  image ;  fmce  that  Word  is  fuch  as  he  is  in  hea^aen 
**  opened :  for  the  earthly  Word  is  not  fuch  as  the  heavenly, 
^  becaufe  he  was  made  fleih  by  fhadows,  and  fpeaks  figures 
*•  and  images.     Therefore,  the  multitude^**  &c  *. 

Orlgen  thinks  fo  little  pf  thfie  perfons,  that  he  does  nqt 
call  them  believers,  as  would  appear  from  our  author's  traQ- 
ilation.  For  he  ul'es  the  fame  expreffion  with  that  in  the 
laft  quotation  :  "  The  multitudes  of  thofe  who  are  thought 
**  to  have  beHeved^**  &c.  He  gives  Jefus  the  char  i:l  r  of 
T«  eocrlkm  xo7«,  the  true  Word,  in  allufion  to  the  difcovery 
given  of  him  to  John,  when  he  Jaw  heaven  opened.     For 

.^he 

♦  Proindc  arbitror,  &c. 

Vol.  II.  Z 
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the  Logos  was  then  revealed  to  him  ss  "  faithful  and 
"  (aMiwt)  true."  Bat  he  is  far  from  meaning  that  evm 
ihe'e  pcrfons  did  not  know  the  Word  at  all.  For  he  grants 
that  they  knew  "  thcjhadow  of  the   Word."     Now,  W 

■  ihcy  believed  that  Jcfus  was  a  mere  man,  he  would  never 
have  ufed  fnch  languatje  ■,  becaufe,  as  w«  have  fecn,  htuns- 
nity  cannot  be  even  the  ftiadow  of  divinitj.  He  docs  not 
once  infinnate  that  th^  denied  the  pre-exiftence  and  dei^ 
of  the  Logos ;  hut  fays  they  had  grovelling  minds,  whidi 
hindered  them  from  contemplating  that  Word  whom  they 
Hcknowledged,  in  the  more  lofty  defcriptions  given  gf  him 
in  Scripture.  In  our  own  time,  many  firmly  believe  the 
doflrine  of  [he  Trinity,  who,  if  interrogated  what  ^cas  meant 
by  t/ie  Word  of  God  riding  on  a  -white  horfe,  would  dilcovcr 
tliat  they  had  never  elevated  their  minds  to   the  contem- 

'  plation  of  this  metaphorical  defcription.  Nay,  there  art 
many,  not  only  earthly  and  ^rovflling,  but  impious  in  their 
lives,  who,  fliould  our  author  tell  them  tliat  Jefiis  wa£  i 


,  ivoidd  be  fhoclied  at  this  as   the    la 


blafphemy. 

I  fliall  only  add  with  refpefl  to  Origcn,  that  perhaps  w* 
can  reafon  with  lels  certainty  from  his  writings,  thsn  flta 
thofe  of  any  other  Father.  This  is  not  merely  owntz  to 
the  prodigious  variety  of  his  labours,  his  great  npiAtj  ui 
writing,  and  the  frequent  contradictions  to  bo  fbund  in  die 
works  afcrihed  to  him.  But  as  his  authority  was  of  great 
weight,  the  force  of  his  genius  and  extent  of  his  emditiai 
being  univerfally  admired,  many  adulterated  his  -wtAa,- 
in  order  to  obtain  fomeching  like  a  fan^on  for  their  on 
errors.  This  feems  to  have  been  dcMie  in  fome  inflancesi 
while  he  was  yet  alive.  It  is  well  known,  how  keenly  it 
was  difputed  in  the  church,  in  fucceeding  ages,  wbedter 
Origen  hiidelf  vias  a  heretic;  and  that  many  who  hated 
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ft 

the  dodrines  afcribed  to  hiniy  vindicated  him  from  the 
charge  of  heref j,  as  being  perfuaded  that  thefe  had  been 
fbifted  inta  his  works  by  others  *. 

Dr  P.  here  recurs  to  his  favourite  paflage  in  Tertullian, 
concerning  ^tjimplices.  It  ferves  the  purpofe  of  fwelling 
the  apparent  evidence.  Tor  it  is  ufed  both  as  a  prefump- 
tivCf  and  as  a  direft  proof.  As  we  have  fully  confidered  it 
under  the  former  deicriptiony  it  can  ferve  no  end  to  fol- 
low the  learned  Gentleman  a  fecond  time  over  the  lame 
ground. 

Athanafins  is  next  introduced  as  a  witnels.     ^*  Athana* 

*  fius  alfo,"  our  author  lays,  "  like  Tertullian,  acknow- 
**  ledged  that  the  Unitarian  do6b:ine  was  very  prevalent  a- 
"  mong  the  lower  clals  of  people  in  his  time.  He  calls 
^*  theni  the  o<  s-oaaoi,  the  many^  and  defcribes  them  as  per- 
"  fons  of  low  underfianding.     *  It  grieves,*  he  fays,  *  thofe 

*  who  ftand  up  for  the  holy  faith,  that  the  multitude^  and 
'  efpecially  perfons  of  low  underftanding,  fhould  be  infeded 

*  with  thcrfe  blafphemies  +."  The  herefy  which  Athana- 
&IS  has  v^  his  eye  is  that  of  Samoiktenus.  He  indeed  fpeaks 
of  the  many  or  the  multitude.  But  he  fpeaks  of  them*  mere- 
ly in  cont3:adiftindion  to  the  learned,  or  thofe  ChriAians 
wiio  lyere  fuperior  in  rank.  It  is  denied  that  he  ^'  calls 
^  the  Unitarians  the  many"  He  does  not  even  give  reafon 
to  fuppofe  that  many  of  the  multitude  were  carried  away. 
All  that  his  language  amounts  to  is,  that  this  herely  was 
getting  in  among  them.  It  ''  is  hurting  the  multitude,"  he 
fays. .   Any  impartial  perfon  would  underiland  his  language 

Z  a  as 

*  CjLVt  Hift.  Literar.  vol.  i.  p.  77. 
T»9  tcvTttt  I^Xettrpnif^tdtf  PXafrrHcet    rag  xoAXev^"*  fi»Xtr»  tVf  hXatIat* 

fUfHf  wi^t  Ti}»  a-unnu  De  locarnatione  Verbi  contra  Paul  am 
Samofatenfem,  Opera;  vol.  i.  p.  591;  Ear.  Opiiv  v(d.  iii. 
p.  26s,  269. 
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as  necedfaril/  itnpl jing  that  their  faith  had  been  previouOy 

different ;  nay,  t.iat  the  perfbns  referred  to  were  not  coa^ 

finned  in  herefj.     That  no  more  i$  meant,  is  undeniable 

from  what  Athanafius  fuhjoins  ;  ^'  But  fince  we  haye  heard 

^'  that  there  are  ibme  among  jou  who  zrt  tronbledt  and 

*'  who  wiih  for  letters  from  us  concen.ing  the  common  &ith» 

"  and  that  introduced  bj  the  Apo^ed ; — ^we  coimfel  yoa, 

"  as  we  take  the  fame  couhfel  to  ourfelves,  to  retain  the 

^'  faith  which  is  handed  down,  but  to  turn  away  from  the 

^  vanities  which  have  a  new  found  \  and  to  enjoin  this  an 

f*  all|  that  thej  be  afraid  to  learch  into  £b  great  a  mjthexj  \ 

^  but  that  thrj  confefe  that   God  was  manifejied  in  tht 

"  ^c/^f  according  to  the  Apoftolical  Traditiqa,  and  that  the 

"  Lord  \vas  jujiyied  in  the  Spirit y  that  is,  not  in  a  human 

"  manner,  but  by  divine  purity  ♦." 

This   paffa^e  fliews  us  :  ow  the  multitude  were  injuni 

by  the  do&rine  of  Paulus.     Sofne  of  them  were  tmubltl 

The  followers  of  that  heretic  made  fuch  high  pretenfions, 

and  fo  iiiany  objedlions,  th:.t  thefe  weak  perfons  were  at  i 

lofs  to  '.liow  whether  tlicre  was  any   ground  for  them  <*■' 

not.     Bat  At.i  nifius  Loped  that  his  counfel  would  be  tl.: 

mean  of  confirming  them  in  the  doftrine  of  the  Trinitv. 

which  was    :i  :  common  faith.     He  was  not  afraid  of  beir." 

charfjed  by  thefe  people  with  falfehood,  when  he  declared 

that  it  was  fo,  or  when  he  dctribcd  tlie  oppolite  doclrine  as 

h..vi.  g  a  new  jhUJuL 

Dr 

y^:tfA.f>ccCTx  tjt^     i',fAU'v    %-(pi    ir,<;    jt&iv»;c,    text  i^  A7reT9>.vf  Uff 4yju~*' 
<Bj..  u''-~-^Ka^sci^HJi-y  ^-  ffxn*,    cin^  v-en  txvrot;  Ta^xt^VfjitP,  Tr,t  itx^t- 

CfjLoXtyi--  ^-^    'ill  irt^ettlftOfTyi    Qfn    tf    a-ac^Ht,    Kxra    t»;>  A TOf »'**»!' 


Dr  p.  elfewhere  prpduqes  anather  proof  fxpm  tjiis  vene- 
rable Fjither.  "  Tbat  the  Unitarians,"  be  obfcrvep,  "  were 
ezpeedip^y  tuimerous  hfn  the  jdme  of  A-thannfluSy  «r  n^ 
long  Ix^fQre  it,  efp^qiallj  in  Africa^  i$  evident  &om  his 
x;giapl»ju;its  on  i;l)ie  fiibj^  He  ikjs  that  ^  in  Pentapplis 
^  .of  JCFppf^  X'jbiay  fome  pf  the  biihops  en>braced  the  doc- 

*  -txkie  of  3abeUi.us»  and  prevailed  fo  much,  that  the  Son  of 

*  'Ggd  was  .h^dly  preached  in  the  churches  *.•'     But  thip  is 
like  the  reft  of  our  author's  prppfe.     Tl^ey  were  "  cx- 
«  ceedingly  numerous"  Mr  ^efffToi^  becaule  this  was  the  cafe 
"  in  AjErica."   But  how  is  it  proved  tfaajt  Africa  contained 
:fo  ncianjr  jUnitarians  ?    Atbanafius  ^nentigns  Sabellians  ill 
I^y.hia,  in.onedivifion  of  jt,  in  a  fingle  provinf^  in  this  one 
divifion,  ip  a  province  containing  five  cities,  in  one  of 
jwbich  this  h^refy  had  i^  origip.    *'  The  ^nitariaps  wece 
^  excoedlAgly  n^umerpus/'  -^ccstuie  fome  biihp^  embraced 
.tbe  dodrine  of  Sabc^us.    This  prpof  (atis^  Dr  P.,  al- 
thougb  wb^n  be  finds  i^^.tbe  bUbpp^  of  th^  Catholic  chuiroh 
bqlding  the  Tcini]t;ariap  faitby  fcai'c^  with  a  iingle  excep- 
tion, he  i^ufes  to  admit  it  as  ^y, proof  ^at  the  majority 
of  .their  people  agreed  with  tbem. 

Atbanafius  evidently  defprib^  :tbis  dodrine  ^  new.  For 
fpeaking  of  .^e  time  when  iDionyfius,  tbiibpp  of  Al^pum* 
.dm,  wrpt€  tpithe  cleiigy  pf  Pentapolisijjbc  iiyrs  dwit  **  tbe 
**  herisfy  <tf  9^belUus:hftdirrf/>/  ifl  f ." 

It  has  bipen  generally  believed  that  the  SabelUans  were 
P^tripailians.     Some,  however,  have  reprefented  them  as  ^ 
folding,  that  "  a  certain  energy,  proceeding  from  the  Fa- 

Z  3  "  ther, 

^fiv  f^tptrrt  if  ««i?  tKuXtctenf  xfi^vrlio'Bxi  to»  oioy  Ttf'Ofiep.  De  ScO- 

tentia   Dionyfii,   Opera,  vol.  i.  p.  552.     Ear.  Opin*  vol.  iii. 
p.  32i>  322- 

f  Etw^jj  yu^  i/^Tiir  q  SxCiAXiif  at^ifftf*     Ibid.  p.  554* 
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"  ther,  was  united  to  the  man  Jefua  *."  But,  £fom  tte 
feopeof  the  letter  of  Dionyfius,  we  may  certainly  conclude 
that  tbefe  heretics  confounded  the  three  perfons.  For  he 
"  wrote,  in  order  to  demonftrate  from  the  Gofpel  the  hu- 
"  raanity  of  Chrift,  and  to  perfuade  ihofe  ignorant  perifxs 
"  who  boldlj  denied  the  Son,  and  afcribcd  what  belongtd 
"  to  him  as  man  to  the  Father,  that  it  was  not  the  Fathff, 
*'  but  the  Son,  who  became  man  for  our  fakes,  and  that  the 
"  Father  was  not  the  Son  \." 

This,  then,  being  the  doflrine  of  the  Sabellians,  our  au- 
thor can  have  no  claini  to  them.  They  were  UnitaHaa 
indeed,  as  holding  only  one  perfon  in  deity.  But  woidd 
Dr  F.  acknowledge  as  brethren,  or  receive  as  church-mem- 
bers, thofe  who  would  maintain  the  incaniation  and  croo- 
fixion  of  the  Father  ?  The  very  extreme  to  which  tbay 
went,  as  has  been  already  proved  with  rcfpeQ'  to  the  fct 
lowers  of  Praxeas,  neceflarily  fuppoles  that  the  deity  of  th  . 
Son  and  Spirit  was  previoiifly  believed  by  the  church.  Z- 
Ten  the  language  (juoted  from  Athanafiiis  fnppofes  tllij. 
The  herefy  of  Sabellius  "  prevailed  fo  much,  that  in  a  fink 
*'  time  it  was  no  longer  necefTary  to  preach  the  Son  of  Gfld 
*'  in  the  churches."  Altliough  this  paffage  could  prove  iQ 
that  prevalence  of  Unitaiianilin  aflerted  by  Dr  P.,  it  wouW 
flill  prove  with  no  lefe  force  of  evidence,  that  this  do^binc 
was  fubflirated  for  another.  "  The  Son  of  God"  had  beeo 
"  preached  in  the  churches,"  in  that  fenfe  ailbced  eo  the  ei- 
♦  ptdSofl 

*  Moiheim's  Hiftory,  vol.  i.  p  30J. 

t»i-  h'  is!>h  T»X)iiijoTijo.  aunt  ^t•  m<u  hj.h.t*,  ti  *■  aUfmrM 
«w«  T«  it«T(i  «nTifl«ir«.,  BTBf  ma  iui^,  *Ti  ux.  0  *"r,!.  «**' 
•  Bi»!  ic.  6  yt,tu,,Hf  uTi;  HUH,  atS^usm,  ^'itn,  rut  s^tsfMt,  «•«  iitM 

w  *«!<(«    uKi.      Do   SentcDtia  Dionyfii,    Optra,  vol.  b 
'  .  •  •    ^*^..ij 


Ghap^  Jit  not  the  Majority.  359 

prelEon  by  Athanafius.  But  thb*  was  "  no  longer  necef- 
larj  ;**  becaiife  the  followers  of  Sabellins  believed  '*  that 
"  the  Father  was  the  Son." 

Our  author  infers,  from  the  complaints  of  Athanafius, 
that  "  the  Unitarians  were  exceedingly  numerous  in  his 
"  time,  or  a  little  before  it**  Yet  i^  would  feem  thai  thefe 
two  are  the  only  paffages  which  he  could  venture  to  quote 
from  this  Father,  in  fupport  of  his  aflertlon  \  although  the 
do£h:ine  of  the  Deity  of  Chrift  is  their  gieat  fubjed.  Had 
thefe  paiTages  been  much  more  favourable  tlian  they  are, 
they  could  not  have  been  admitted  as  proving  that  the 
majority  were  Unitarians;  becaufe  Athanafius  fo  often 
declares  the  contrary  in  the  plaineft  terms.  **  Who  of 
**  the  faithful,"  fays  he,  "  will  not  confels  that  God  the 
•*  Word — ^is  confubftantial  with  the  Father  *  V  Spes^king 
of  the  dodrine  of  the  Trinity,  he  expreffes  himfelf  in  thb 
ftrong  language ;  "  We  fee  that  this  was  the  tradition,  and 
*•  the  doftrine,  and  the  faith  of  the  church  tmiverfal  from 
*'  the  beginning,  which  our  Lord  himfelf  delivered,  which 
"  the  Apoftles  preached,  and  which  the  Fathers' prefer  ved. 
**  For  in  this  is  the  church  founded,  and  he  who  falls  from 
**  it  neither  can  be,  nor  can  be  called  a  Chriftian    .'* 

Becaufe  Jerom  fpeaks  of  fome  under  the  denomination 
oi  Jimplices  credentium^  who  "  did  not  underftand  the  fcrip- 
**  tures  as  became  their  Majefty  f  ,*'  Dr  P.  has  no  right  to 

Z  4  afiume 

•lAouTiof  *»»  Td  ^etT^oi ;   Oe  Incarnatione  Chhfliy   Op.  voK  i. 
p.  622. 

m  iKxKntrict   rtSiftiTituTon'  nj   •  recvmf   iKT^ixrufy   ar*  »y  1/9,  t^r'  «b9 

Xryotro  Xf<«-<acv«{.    Ad  SerapioueiTi;  Operai  vol.  i.  p.  202. 
\  In  Ifa.  zxxii.  ao. 
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aflume.jthat  they  were  Unitarians.  As  Jerom  himfelf  dos 
not  ikj  who  they  were,  this  is  certainly  to  beg  the  qocAian. 
That  writer's  aflertion  with  refpeft  to  thefe  peribiiB  mii^ 
be  true  in  a  great  variety  of  ways,  without  their  being  U- 
nitarians.  To  the  latter  he  gives  a  charafter  very  difEerent 
from  thaX  oijimpk  heRevers.  He  deicribes  them  as  mere 
pretenders  to  faitb. 


SECTION     U. 

Of  the  Tejlimony  of  Juftin  Martyr  and  eiberj,  with  refpeS 
to  Gentile  Unitariam. 

/^  U  R  author  next'  todeavours  to  prove  the  novelty  of 
^  ^  the  Trinitarian  doflrine  from  the  manner  im  which  it 
was  taught  and  received  in  early  times.  He  particolariy 
urges  the  modefty  of  Jufiin  Martyr  on  this  head.  He  a- 
gain  produces  that  paflage  from  the  dialogue  with  TrypluH 
the  grofs  mifapplication  of  which,  in  the  Hiftory  of  Cor- 
ruptions, had  been  clearly  demonftrated  in  the  Monthly 
Review  *.  It  appears,  indeed,  in  a  new  form.  The  Doc- 
tor, in  his  former  work,  had  tranflated  it  in  this  manner : 
"  There  are  fome  of  our  profeffion,  who  acknowledge  him 
"  to  be  the  Chrift,  yet  maintain  that  he  was  a  man  bom  of 
"  ma.i.  I  do  not  agree  with  them,  nor  fhould  1  be  prc- 
"  vailed  upon  by  ever  fo  many  who  hold  that  opinion  \ 
"  becaufe  we  are  taught  by  Chriit  himfelf,  not  to  receive 

"  our 

*  K«i  yu^  u(r%  rtn?,  g»  ^Adi,  eAsyoi-,  a-jrt  ra  tiiAtTi^a  yi9ev§  •a»- 
XoybVTi^  ctiiTcv  X^tfov  f(v«i,  «vSgar7ro»  ^l  i^  atrS-^wxArr  yiffttft  axc- 
(puifoixtvoi*  oi(  tt  o^uvTiQifAai'  eS*  a*  vXit^roi  ravra  fjs.ot  o»^3LTxrtH 
UfTcitVj  iTiu^i  HK  xv$^ci7rttotg  $i^eeyfxatn  xtxiXivcfAi^ec  vir*  utrnt  rw 
X^ia-TdV  %u^io&at,  aXXx  rotg  dtx  rant  (Aay.u^tVf  v^o^nrft  xn^vy^^i^ 
^i  icj  ik*  avTov  ^<^;e;^dfi7i«     Dial*  p.  267* 
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t  «  onr  doftrinc  from  men,  but  from  what  was  taught  by  die 
t  **  holy  prophets  and  by  himfelf  *•"  Thence  Dr  P.  in£er- 
X  red  that  Unitarians  were  noit  accoimted  heretics  by  Jufian, 
I  and  indeed  that  in  his  time  they  were  the  majority.  He 
i  alfo  confid^red  this  language  ^is  having  '^  all  the  appearance 
^  *^  of  an  apology'  for  an  opinion  contrary  to  the  general  and 
***  prevailing  one." 

In  the  Hiflory  of  Early  Opinions,  our  author  advances 
various  argnments  in  form,  to  fhew  that  "  Jaftin's  language 

is  that  of  a  man  who  knew  that  he  was  advancing  a  new 
**  opinioii." 

The  ^r/l  argument  is,  that  he  ^^' labours  the  proof  of  the 
**  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift,  fliewing  that  *  it  is  confonant  to 
•*  the  principles  of  Platoniim,  and  alfo  deducible  from  the 
**  ivritlngs  of  Mofes.  and  other  parts  of  the  Jewifh  fcriptures, 
•*  without  refefring  to  any  -other  writer  in  fuppoit  of  what 
*<  be  advances  f/'  Dr  P.  is  armed  at  all  points  againft  the 
evidence  of  antiquity.  If  any  father  fays  little  concerning 
lihe  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  it  is  a  proof  that  the  opinion  was 
Slot  generally  received,  or  not  reckoned  important.  If  ano- 
^er  treats  the  fubjed  diffiiiively,  and  feems  to  be  in  eamefi, 
St  comes  to  the  fame  iflue.  He  labours  the  proof.  Was 
St  not  natural  for  Juftin  to  enlarge  on  the  dodrine  of  our 
Saviour's  divinity,  when  reafoning  with  a  Jew,  who  denied 
Sty  and  particularly  urged  him  to  the  proof  ? 

Nor  is  it  furprifing  that  he  ihould  illuftrate  the  confo* 
aiancy  of  this  doflrine  to  the  principles  of  Platonifm.  For 
^rypho  had  addrelTed  Juflin  as  a  phiiofo^^er,  and  declared 
that  he  had  learned  from  Cerinthus,  a  follower  of  Socrates, 
Xo  refpeft  men  of  this  charafter  J.  Therefore,  as  Juftin  had 
l>een  a  Platonift,  as  he  believed  that  the  dodrine  of  Plato 

concerning 

*  Hift.  of  Corrupt,  vol.  i.  p.  17.  t  Vol.  iii.  p.  aSi. 

•f  Dial.  p.  217. 
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concerning  the  Logos  was  borrowed  from  Mofe8,aiid,flf 
confequence,  was  a  collateral  proof  of  the  antiquity  of  thii 
faith  among  the  Hebrews  \  it  would  have  been  aftanifluDg, 
if  he  had  overlooked  fo  natural  an  introduftion  to  the  oqd- 
lideration  of  what  it  taught,  on  this  fubjed,  in  the  Hebrew 
fcriptures.  And,  indeed,  he  ufee  the  Platonic  doSrioe 
merely  as  an  introdudion.  For  when  he  has  fairly,  enterei 
on  the  proof  from  fcripture,  he  confines  himfelf  to  this. 

That  Juflin  refers  to  no  other  writings  than  the  Jewiih 
fcriptures,  in  proof  of  the  divimtj  of  Chrifl,  is  a  flruige 
argument.     To  what  others  could  he,  with  propriety,  re£er? 
Had  he  referred  to  thofe  of  the  New  Teftament,  it  would 
have  been  of  ftill  leis  eSed  with  Trypho,  than  a  reference  to 
the  apoflolical  fathers  in  reafoning  with  Dr  P.    An  appeal  co 
any  Chriftian  work,  not  canonical,  would  have  been  eqnallj 
vain.    He  reafoned  with  the  Jew,  as  our  Saviour  did  with 
the  Sadducees.    He  referred  to  the  Pentateuch  only,  in  pcoof 
of  the  refurredion,  becaufe  they  acknowledged  no  odiff 
part  of  fcripture  \   though  the  other  infpired  writings  af* 
forded  far  more  dired  proofs  of  this  dodrine.     JuIlin'iK- 
ferring  to  the  Jewiih  fcriptures  only,  fo  far  from  inliiiukiinj 
the  leall  confciouihefs  of  the  novelty  of  his  opinion,  is  & 
moll  unexceptionable    evidence    that   he    was    fully  con- 
vinced of  its  antiquity.     Had  not   tliis  been  the  calc,  ii  ii 
natural  to  think  that  he  would  have  relied  part  of  his  proof 
on  the  harmony  of  the  New  with  the  Old  Tellament  i  aa- 
that  he  would  have  laboured  to  eilabliih  the  infpiration  *^ 
the   Evangelical  writers,  in  order  to  Ihew  that  they  hii 
more  clearly  declared  what  was  obfcurely  hinted  by  Moi= 
and  the  prophets.     But  like  a  man  fully  convinced,  he  J 
willing  to  reil  the  whole  force  of  his  argument  on  the  co:- 
cefiions  of  his  adverfary. 

Had  Juiiin  appealed  to  any  Chriftian  writer,  from  c- 
author's  plan  of  treating  evidence,  there  is  reafon  to  fulV"* 


\ 
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chat  he  would  have  urged  it ,  as  a  clear  proof  of  Juftin's 
nmfcioofiiefs  that  he  had  not  a  fure  enough  foundation  for 
bis  doarine  in  the  Hebrew  fcriptures.  "  Why,"  might  it 
have  bech  laid,  **  would  he  otherwife  have  referred  to  evi- 
**  denoe,  the  veracity  of  which  was  denied  by  his  oppo- 
**  nent  ?  A  man  of  his  judgment  would  never  have  afted 
**  (o  weak  a  part,  had  he  not  known  that  he  was  averting  a 
**  new  do6faine,  which  could  not  be  fupported,  even  by  a 
**  fliadow  of  *  proof,  from  the  Hebrew  fcriptures  alone." 
Every  reader  muft  perceive  that  the  argument,  by  being 
rev^rfed  in  this  manner,  would  have  been  unfpeakably  more 
plaiifible. 

The  ftcond  is  thus  ezpreffed ;  *'  He  does  not  ufe  a  fingle 
^  acrimonious  ezprei&on  againft  thofe  who  differed  from 
.  **  him  with  refpeA  to  it,  which  is  juft  as  any  man  would  do 
**  who  ihould  write  in  defence  of  a  novel,  or  not  very  pre- 
^  valent  opinion,  and  one,  of  which  himfelf  was  the  prin- 
^  cipal  abettor."     It  is,  perhaps,  the  firft  time  that  cooliiefs 
in  reafomng  has  been  urged  as  a  proof  of  the  novelty  of 
an  opinion.    Univer£d  experience  atteib,  that  when  a  new 
dodrine  is  taught,  efpecially  if  it  oppofes  another  account- 
ed of  great  importance,  the  fpirits  of  men  on  both  fides 
are  far  more  apt  to  be  rankled  than  afterwards,  when  the 
opinions  of  the  adverfe  parties  have  become  familiar  to 
eac:h  other.     The  principal  abettor  of  a  new  opinion,  in« 
Head  of  being  leis  acrimonious,  becanGc  of  the  novelty  of 
his  opinion  *,  in  confequence  of  contradifiion,  commonly 
feels  a  foreneis  unknown  to  him  who  defends  a  dodrine^ 
fandioned  by  antiquity  and  general  reception.     This  i» 
efpecially  the  cafe,  when  the.  reje£)ion  of  his  dodrine  fub- 
jeds  him  to  the  charader  of  a  heretical  innovator.     Were 
Dr  P.  right  in  his  conjcfture,  Juftin  Martyr  muft  have  felt 
m  this  manner.    Unlef   we  fhall  fuppofe  that  the  majority 
.<if  Cbriftians  were  far  more  ignoirant  in  his  time,  than  af- 

'  tcrwards, 
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terwards,  bis  fo  ftrenuoufly  averting  the  Oeitj  of  ChriQ  maft 
have  given  as  great,  and  as  general  offence,  as  it  is  fuppoU 
to  have  done  when  TertnlUan  flouriihed.  Najr,  accordiif 
to  the  well-known  principles  of  human  nature,  its  greater 
novelty  and  fingularit j  muft  have  gneatly  increafied  the  dft- 
mour  againfi  this  prefumptuous  individuaL  To  this  «c 
maj  add  the  circumftance  of  there  being  man j  lUll  alire, 
who  had  heard  a  dodlrine  ^metrically  oppofite  taug^iby 
(bme  of  the  apoiUes  themfelves. 

But  we  need  not  lofe  time  in  abflraA  reafboing.  How 
acrimonious  foever  Juftin  might  be  in  difputing  with  pie- 
tended  Chrillians'  who  denied  this  dodrine,  when  tfg«UB|' 
with  an  enemy  to  Chriftianity  in  general,  he  had  no  snore 
reafon  for  warmth  on  this,  than  on  any  other  leading  doc- 
trine; We  find  the  fame  coolneis  lon  the  pact  of  JoDin, 
when  Trypho  flatly  denies  that  Jefus  is  the  MeiDah. 

£ut  may  it  be  faid,  he  fpeaks  with  great  acrimony  of  Ae 
Gnoilics.  There  -was,  however,  a  peculiar  reafon  for  thiSi 
As  they  were  called  Chrii^ians,  their  doArines  and  prafiioes 
expofed  all  who  bore  this  name  to  great  reproach,  both  from 
Jews  and  Gentiles.  Trypho  exprefsly  derives  fome  of  his 
objeflions  to  the  truth  of  Chriftianity  from  this  quarter. 
As  the  Gnoftics  denied  the  God  of  the  Jews  to  be  Su- 
preme, as  they  proceeded  fo  far  in  blafphemy  as  to  call  hi© 
an  evil  being ;  while  Jews  might  apprehend  that  they  were 
acknowledged  as  Chriflians,  and  might  even  fufpe£l  that 
otheri  were  tinihired  with  the  fame  impious  opinions,  it 
muft  huve  been  a  great  obftacle  to  their  converfion,  and  a 
great  reproach  to  the  Chriilian  name.  It  was,  therefore. 
indifpcnfably  incumbent  on  Juftin,  in  the  ftrongtft  terms  to 
difown  all  connexion  between  Chriftians  in  general  aixl 
thefc  heretics  ;  and,  if  poffible,  to  convince  the  Jew,  :!\j: 
their  principlvis  were  no  leli  odious  to  himfelf  and  hii  b:c- 
tlircn,  than  to  him.     Without  this  mcafurc,  he  could  luvc 


*  ^ 
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po  rational  hope  that  any  thing  be  might  advance  in  this 
oonfisrencCy  yonid  make  the  flighteft  imprel&on  on  the  mind 
of  Trjrpho,  in  fevour  of  Chrifitanity. 

But  there  was  by  no  means  the  £ime  necei&ty  for  ftrong 
language  in  fpeaking  of  thofe  who  denied  the  Deity  of 
ChriiL  Jnftin  knew  abundantly  well  that  many  of  the 
Jews  of  that  age  expedcd  a  human  Meffiah,  and  that  the 
contrary  dodrine  was  a  great  obftacle  to  their  believing  in 
Jefus.  If  nothing,  however,  btit  hard  words  will  pleafe 
our  author,  in  proof  of  the  antiquity  and  general  reception 
of  a  dodrine,  it  may  be  afterwards  in  our  power  to  ferve 
lUm  up  a  morfel  of  thefe,  prepared  even  by  this  gentle 
innovator. 

Dr  P/s  third  argument  contains  a  prefumption  fiill  ftrong- 
er,  if  well-founded.  "  He  (Juftin)  talks  of  not  being 
*•  overborne  by  the  authority  of  any  number  of  men,  even 
^  his  fellow-Chriftians,  but  would  adhere  to  the  words  of 
•*  Chrift,  and  the  fenfe  of  fcripture  ;  which  is  a  ftyle  almoft 
•*  peculiar  to  thofe  whofe  opinions  are  either  quite  novel, 
♦*  or  at  leaft  not  very  prevalent."  The  fourth  and  laft  ar- 
gument may  be  conneSed  with  this.    "  The  phrafe,  *  Nei- 

•  ther  dq  I  agree  with  the  majority  of  ChrilHans  who  may 

*  have  objeSed  to  my  opinion,'  which  is  nearly  the  moft 
**  literal  rendering  of  the  paflage  (though  I  would  not  be 
^  underftood  to  lay  much  ftrels  on  that  circumftance)  will 
**  naturally  be  confirued  to  mean  that  the  majority  adnallj 
^  did  make  the  obje^on,  or  that  Juftin  fufpeded  they 
**  might  make  it  *." 

Our  author  pretends  to  lay  little  ftre(s  on  the  circum- 
ftance laft  mentioned,  and  afterwards  informs  us  that  he 
«  can  very  well  fpare  the  paflage  altogedier,  thinking  tiiat 
"  he  has  evidence  enough  of  hb  general  pofition  without 
f'  it."     But  many  readers  will  be  perfuaded  that  he  lays 

confiderable 

f  Vol.  iiL  p.  283. 
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confiderable  ftrefs  ob  it ;  as  he  has  focceffivelj  tortiiDBd 
one  particular  expreilioxi  into  three  difierent  forms,  to  make 
it  fit  the  diftorted  mould  of  his  own  hypothefis.     But  % 
few  pages  before,  it  is  rendered ;  *'  With  them  I  do  not 
'^  agree,  nor  fhould  I  do  fo,  though  ever  fo  many,  being  of 
''  the  iame  opinion,  Jhoidd  urge  it  upon  me  '*/'  Here  it 
aiTumes  a  very  different  appearance  :  "  Neither  do  I  agreo 
''with  the  majority  of  Chriftians,  who  may  bant  objeBd 
**•  to  my  opinion.''    The  laft,  he  lays,  is  '^  nearly  the  moS 
^  literal  rendering/'     Had  it  been  fiud,  that  it  is  ^'  neadf 
''  the  moft  literal  inmtrfion  of  the  meaning/'  it  would  hsfo 
been  much  nearer  the  truth.     It  is  ailonifhing,  that  Dr  P. 
fhould  obferve  any  word  in  thb  claufe,  which  could  fiiggeft 
the  idea  of  ohjeBing.    Nor  is  it  lels  aftoniihing  that,  in  the 
courfe  of  one  chapter,  he  ihould  give  two  verfions  of  the 
Ikme  palTage  fo  difierent  from  each  other,  that  the  urgan 
of  one  opinion  is  metamorphofed  into  an  ohjtBion  to  its  op- 
pofite ;  and  that  what  firft  aflumes  the  form  of  a  poffiUe 
faturityy  fliould  afterwards  appear  as  poffibly  paft. 

This  paffage  has  been  ftrangely  mangled  by  Socinian  writas 
of  late.  Mr  Lindfey  tranflates  the  introdudlion,  Koi  yaf  o-i 
T4V85,  6)  ^iXoif  airo  t«  tifxt  T?g«  y"*''^  "  There  are  fome  friends 
"  of  mine  amongft  us  Chriftians,"  i^c  +. 

Tlxe  Socinians  of  the  lafl  century,  though  they  begun  to 
nibble  at  this  pallage,  did  not  perceive  where  the  great 
flrength  of  their  argument  ]ay.  They  had  not  attained  to 
fuch  fkill  in  the  ufe  of  ancient  teftimony  *,  nor  could  thet 
tranflate  with  fuch  dexterity.  It  never  occurred  to  them, 
that  the  Trh^etOTOi,  the  majority,  were  their  own  good  friend> 
They  feem  to  have  thought  tliis  the  moft  literal  rendering'. 
**  To  whom  I  aflent  not ;  no,  though  very  many  of  tkc 

*  Ibid.  p.  279. 
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:**  iame  opinion  with  me  flioiild  fpeak  it,  iiace  we  are  com- 
!*•  manded,"  ISc*. 

By  the  learned  writer  in  the  theological  department  of  the 
Monthly  Review,  this  paffage  was  rendered  j  "  To  whom 
i^  I  could  not  yield  my  aflent ;  «o,  not  even  if  the  majority 
:**rf  Chriftians  fhould  think  the  famef :''  or  in  other 
words,  "  With  whom.  I  do  not  agree  ;  neither  could  I^  al- 
:**  though  the  major  part  had  adopted  the  fame  opinion  J." 
;  With  due  refpefl:  to  the  fuperior  judgment  of  others,  I 
w<iald  beg  leave  to  fuggeft  that  the  meaning  of  thefe  words, 
\pm  idia<ravT€if  has  not  hitherto  been  fufiiciently  attended  to 
in  this  controverfy.  The  EngliOi  Unitarians  of  the  lad 
centnry  feem  to  have  been  fiiUy  convinced  of  their  force. 
Phcy  moft  probably  appeared  to  them  as  an  unfurmounta- 
ble  obftacle  to  any  claim  to  the  xAE»ro».  The  following 
eems  to  me  the  moft  natural  tranflation  :  "  With  whom  I 
*  do  not  agree  :  nor  would  the  majority,  who  are  of  the 
'  fame  opinion  with  me,  aflert  fuch  things,"  i^c. 
-Xhus,  Juftin  not  only  gives  his  own  judgment,  but  tha*^ 
if  th&fe  with  whom  he  held  communion  ;  as  it  is  natural 
o  fiippofe  he  would,  and  as  he  indeed  does  on  other  occa? 
urnsj  during  this  conference.  Thus  alfo,  his  language  has 
.  determinate  meaning,  perfedly  in  point,  without  the  aid 
•£  any  fupplement.  And  furely  we  ought  never  to  fup- 
koCe  an  ellipfis,  when  it  is  uimeceffary,  efpecially  where  the 
^nfe  is  more  fimple  without  it. 

This  appears  to  me  not  nearly^  but  abColutely,  the  moft 
Lteral  reading.  Our  author,  indeed,  from  his  peculiar  mode 
»jF  expreflion, .  £eems  confcious  that  he  had  left  room  for 

fomething 

«  The  Faith  of  One  God,  who  is  only  the  Father :  Traft  v.  Tcftt 
ponies  of  Irenzus,  &c.  p.  iq. 
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fometliing  of  this  kind,  by  tearing   away  ^•i  frotn  i^^m- 
Ti<,  he  has  given  the  words  a  fenfe  direSly  contrary  to 
which   is  obvious.     He  hSs  converted  an  ajpmt  into  u 
jtBiart.     It  mull  be  evident  to  every  one,  »vlio  is  intht 
leafl  acquainted  with  the  language,  that  the  pronoun  ml 
verb  are  infepar ,  ly  connedcd  with  each  other,  and  bo4 

with    T.\.|i7ro  . 

I  Avail  not  urge  that  the  reafon  added,  l>eing  expreflrd  b 
die  plural,  is  evidently  meant  by  the  Martyr  to  tccODOt, 
not  merely  for  his  own  opijofition    to  the  Unitarian  do^ 

,  rine,  but  for  that  of  the  majority :  "  Since  •ui.-  are  com- 
**  manded,"  lie.  Trypho's  reply  i  neon  trover  :ibly  llie»! 
tiiat  this  is  the  true  meaning.  According  to  the  Dofiori 
Terfion  it  is  ;  "  They  who  fiy  that  Jefus  was  a  man,  »i 
"  that  he  became  Cbrift  by  elsftloa,  fccm  to  hold  3  iloc 
**  trine  more  credible  than  yours."     From  this  tranflinu- 

..  one  would  naturally  conclude  that  Trypho  referred  ID  (be 
opinion  of  Juftin  as  an  individual ;  efpccially  as  the  pI^ 
ceding  fentence  is  made  to  reprefem  the  oj^pofiic  opwiio 
IS  that  which  was  adopted  by  the  major  party.  But  <w 
■  author  is  here  chargeable  witli  an  important  omiflioo.  f* 
the  words  of  the  Jew  refpefl  the  opinion  of  others  ajrw- 
ing  with  Jiiftin.  He  fays;  "  They  who  aflert  thai  Jcfo 
*■  was  born  a  man,  and  anointed  by  eleiKoij,  and  nwi 
■'  Chrift,  fcem  to  me  to  fay  foraething  more  credible  iha 
"  what  is  faid  by  you  who  affirm  thcfe  things  whith  W-* 
"  fpeakeft  ■-"  So  far  is  Trypho  from  underflanding  ii 
preceding  words  of  Juilin  as  containing  an  infinuatiiHi  liK 
hia  opinion  was  contrary  to  the  general  and  prevailing  i* 
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that  he  evidently  fpe^ks  of  it  as  nowife  uncommon. 
Therefore,  he  makes  a  reiriarkable  tranfition  from  the  plu- 
ral to  the  fingutar.  Indeed,  the  laft  words  of  the  fentence 
evidently  refer  to  thofe  vrith  Vhich  Juftiii  had  concluded  the 
preceding  addreis.  TfA^i^— taut  t46wt«  slvi^  ^^f  kiy^yrat^  is  un- 
doubtedly a  reduplication  upon  Judin's  fxot  I  ^u<rof7m.  Both  ex- 
preflions  denote  the  fame  perfons,  and  both  refer  to  'nXurroif 
the  greatffi  part^  as  oppofed  to  u^i^^fome.  But  our  author 
feems  to  h$tve  thought  it  prudent  to  overlook  this  flriking 
periphrafo. 

In  his  Hi  (lory  of  Corruptions,  he  throws  a  mod  unme- 
rited afperfioii  on  Juftin  Martyr,  when  he  fays;  "This 
**  writer  even  fpeaks  of  his  own  opinion  of  the  pre-exift- 
''  ence  of  Chrift,-:-as  a  doubtful  one,  and  by  no  means  a 
**  neceflary  article  f>f  Chriftian  faith  ♦.*'  As  a  proof  of  the 
joftnefs  of  this  aifertion,  he  cites  the  Words  preceding  thefe 
wnich  we  have  already  confidered  :  *'  Jefiis  may  ft  ill  be 
*^  the  Chrift,  although  I  fhould  not  be  able  to  prove  that 
•*  he  pre-exifted  as  God,"  ^c.  It  has  been  juftly  obferved 
in  reply,  that  we  are  to  underftand  the  words  of  Juftin  on« 
,  ly  as  a  momentary  conceilion  of  what  he  would  not  pre- 
fcntly  urge ;  as  he  was  arguing  with  a  Jew,  "  whbnl  he 
**  chiefly  aimed  t9  convince  of  the  general  do£lrine  of 
«  Chrift's  being  the  Mefllah,"  ^c  \: 

It  muft  be  evident  to  any  one  who  will  be  at  the  trouble 
of  reading  the  works  of  Juftin,  that  he  frequently  exprefles 
himfelf  in  the  language  of  Conceflion,  gradually  to  lead  on 
his  antagonift,  or  his  reader ;  when  he  has  no  defign  to  give 
up  the  point,  but  to  refume  iz  after  proving  jvhat  is  pre- 
vioufly  necefTary.  Of  many  inftances  I  ftiall  mention  one 
only.  When  reafoning  with  Trypho,  concerning  the  dig- 
nity of  Chrift,  from  his  appearing  to  Abraham  with  two 
Vol.  XL  A  a  angels, 

*  Vol.  j.  p.  275  \  Month.  Rev.  Sept.  1*783,  p.  231. 
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angels,  he  fays  5  "  Though  1  fliould   not  be   able  to  fliew 
"  yoa  from  the  feripturcs,  that  one  of  thefe  three  is  called 
"  both  God  and  Angel,  froni  his  declaring,  as  I  have  alrea- 
"  dy  fald,  to  whomfoever  God  the  Creator  of  the  uoiverfe 
"  pleafes,  the  things  concerning  him  ;  yet  it  were  proper 
■'  for  you  to  think  fo  of  this  very  one,  who  appe^tred  oD 
"  earth  in  the  likenels  of  man  to  Abraham,   in  the  faaw 
"  manner  as  the  two  angels   who  accompanied  him,  wA 
''who    was  God    before  the   foundation  of 'the   world 
Shall  we  hence  conclude    that  he  "  fpeaka  of  his  rwn  0 
"  nion  as"  in  this  inilance  "  a  doubtful   one?"     If  n-c 
fo,  we  fliall  find  that  the  inference    is  falfe.      For  he  after- 
wards refunies  the  argument,  and    proves  that   Chrift  re- 
ceives the  name  both  of  a  Meffenger  and  of  God  f . 

Trypho  himfelf  did  not  put  this  violent  conftrn^oD  00 
the  language  of  Jullin,  For  we  find  him,  a  Utile  belwr, 
propofing  a  queflion  which  be  muft  have  deemed  entirely 
prepofterous,  had  he  imagined  either  that  Jufiin  hefitin^ 
in  his  opinion,  or  that  he  did  not  reckon  the  dodrinr  of 
tlie  deity  of  Chrift  "  a  neceflary  article  of  the  ChriiHu 
"  faith."  For  he  fays,  "  Anfwer  me  firit,  how  you  can 
"  prove  that  there  is  another  God  befide  the  Creator  of  thij 
"  univerfe,"  Wf.  In  this  manner  he  fpeaks  of  the  dfity 
of  Chrift.  For  the  objeilion  unjullly  derived  from  then- 
nity  of  the  divine  nature,  as  if  the  doftrine  of  a  piuralitj 
of  perfons  deftroyed  it,  is  00  new  diftovery,  but  may  bt 
traced  up  to  the  earlieft  ages  of,  Chriftianity,  and  claimi  its 
origin  from  thofe  who  faid  they  were  jfevji  and  wert  mJ, 
but  •were  of  the  fynagngus  of  Satan. 

It  is  evident  from  this  qiienion,  tbat  Trypho  reckoned 
Jullin  fo  ctinfirmed  in  his  opinion  as  to  make  it  a  firll  pris- 
ciple  ;  and  that  he  could  not  reafon  with  him  about  othd 
things  till  there  was  fome  foluiion  of  the  difficulty  ariliig 

ii 
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in  his  mind  from  this  doSrine.  Therefore  he  fays,  "  An- 
**  fwer  me^ry?."  Strange,  indeed,  that  an  Unbelieving  Jew 
fhould  do.  greater  juftice  to  the  fentiments  of  this  venerable 
Chrillian,  than  a  prpfeffor  of  the  fame  religion.  But  Try- 
pho  could  gain  nothing,  by  wilfnlly  mifreprefenting  the 
do6lrine  of  Juilin.  1 

It  could  eafily  be  proved  that  *  there  never  was  a  charge 
more  unjuftly  exhibited  againft  any  writer.  Not  only 
does  Trypho  repeat  the  fame  obje£tion  in  the  courfe  of  his 
xeafoning,  as  being  fully  convinced  that  Judin  was  confirm^- 
ed  in  the  belief  of  the  deity  of  Chrift ;  but  the  latter,  in 
his  reply,  informs  him  that  he  could  produce  arguments 
for  it  from  Scripture,  "^  which  would  not  require  any  ex- 
•*  plication,  but  only  a  hearing  *."  Then  he  proceeds  to 
fhew  that  it  was  Chrifl  who  appeared  to  Abraham  at 
M^unre.  Indeed,  he  proves  the  deity  of  Chrifl  by  fuch'cogent 
arguments,  (the  fame  that  are  flill  ufed  in  the  defence  of 
this  dodrine)  and  with  fuch  warmth,  that  one  is  under  the 
necef&ty  of  concluding,  either  that  Dr  P.  when  he  brought 
this  charge  againft  Juftin,  had  not  himfelf  read  the  dia- 
logue, or  that  he  flattered  himfelf  that  no  other  would  read 
it. 

The  inference  deduced  from  the  manner  iu  which  Juftin 
fpeaks  of  thofe  who  denied  this  dodrine,  as  r%yc;  aiao  m  Yifxs" 
TEf8  yev€og,  '^  certain  of  our  kind,"  is  as  unnatural  as  it 
would  be  to  conclude  that  becaufe  one,  in  our  own  time, 
in  addreiEng  Jews,  Mahometans  or  heathens,  fliould  fpeak 
of  thofe  who  denied  the  deity  of  Chrift  under  the  general 
name  of  Chriftians,  he  therefore  did  not  confider  them  as 
heretics.  Juftin  ufes  a  very  general  word.  Becaufe  of 
their  profeflion  of  the  Chriftian  name,  he  fpeaks  of  them 
as  of  the  fame  genus.  But  he  pronounces  them  to  be  fpe- 
cifically  different  from  the  majority, 

A  a  2  But 

*  Ibid.  p.  274.  D. 


jy*'  Oft^e  Tleflimoay  Book  VI. 

But  this  charge  againll  Juftin  is  not  new.  Epifcopiu 
long  ago  Hepped  forth  as  his  accufer ;  and  the  iaX&ty  of  bu 
sccuration  was  fully  proved  by  the  judicious  and  learned 
Biibop  Bull.  U.is  conjefhire  concerning  thefe  words  n^Kfp 
ytie%,  feems  highly  probable.  He  fuppofes  that  it  ougbt  to 
be  ■/(*!";■*, _yoBr  race;  firft,  becaufe,  through  the  whole  of 
this  Dialogue,  r  v<^  is  ufed  flrifUy  to  denote  a  nation  ;  and 
fecondly,  becwufe  the  Ebionitcs,  here  defcribed,  were  Kill 
Jews,  a£  adhering  to  the  fynagogue.  I  would  prefume  to 
add,  that  the  very  exprelGon,  vuiti^b  v..»s,  is  id'ed  by  Julhn, 
in  the  preceding  page,  to  denote  the  Jewifli  nation  • :  and 
that  Trypho,  in  his  reply,  not  only  prefers  the  opinion  of 
thofe  who  believed  Chritl  to  be  a  mere  man,  but  fpeaks  as 
if  the  former  words  had  refpeftcd  thofe  of  his  nation  ; 
"  For  we  fl// believe  that  Chrift  will  be  a  man  born  of  man." 
By  the  way,  we  may  obferve  that,  from  this  exprefHaii, 
our  author  even  ventures  to  prediR  the  future  faith  of  ihe 
Jews.  It  "  fliews,"  he  fays,  "  in  what  light  the  Jews  uuS 
"  alviays  confider  any  doftrine  which  makes  Chrill  to  be  more 
thanamaii+."  As  a// the  unbelieving  Jews  of  that  age 
alfo  eKpeiled  a  temporal  Saviour,  may  not  Dr  P.  withe- 
qual  fafety  foretell  that  thofe  of  this  nation  will  never  be- 
lieve in  any  other  ? 

Dr  P.  himfelf,  though  he  formerly  tranllated  yvtf  f^tfif- 
Jian  J,  now  renders  it  race.  But  it  is  with  a  defign  to  es- 
tend  his  evidence;  as  he  underflands  it  of  Gentile  Unit*- 
lians,  and  would  thence  infer,  that  the  majority  of  thet 
■were  of  a  different  opinion  from  Juflin,  But  this  reflrie- 
tion  of  his  language  can  be  of  no  fervice  to  our  author,  t* 
die  foundation  is  falfe, 

Id   bis   new   work,  be  feems  to  abandon  the  idea  thu 
Juffii 

*  Trypho  uft)  [he  eipreffion  t^trtf*  yintt  concerning  hiiowo  nitio* 
tolal.  p.  3O8.  C 
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Juilin  "  fpeaks  of  his  own  opinion  as  a  doubtful  one." 
But  he  fiill  afierts  that  the  paiTage  forn:ierlj  confider^ 
ed  ^*  has  all  the  appearance  of  an  apology  for  an  opinion 
different  from  that,  which,  in  his  time  was  commonly  re- 
ceived on  the  fubjefl:  ♦.  However,  this  vain  imagination 
Tcfts  on  thefe  grounds,  the  infufficiencj  of  which  we  hare 
air esld J  proved. 

But  independently  of  this  paffage,  the  whole  of  the  Dia- 
logue with  Trypho  muA,  to  a  candid  reader,  afford  the 
flrongeft  prefumptive  evidence,  that  the  doftrine  of  the  divi- 
nity of  Chrift  was  indeed  that  of  believers  in  gn  neral,  that 
it  was  confidered  as  fundamental,  and  that  thofe  were  not 
accounted  true  Chriilians  who  denied  it.  We  cannot  other- 
ivife  account  for  Jufiin's  enlarging  fo  much,  and  reafoning 
fo  eameflly  in  defence  of  thlB  dodrine,  (as  it  is  undoubtedly 
the  principal  fubjeft  of  the  Dialogue)  while  he  knew  that  no 
other  could  be  fo  difagreeable  to  Trypho  and  his  friends.  But 
ivere  it  true,  as  Dr  P.  has  afferted,  that  Juflin  was  con- 
fcious  that  his  opinion  was  novels  and  not  received  by  the 
generality,  that  it  needed  an  apology,  that  he  did  not  rec- 
kon thofe  who  differed  from  him  heretics,  but  joined  in 
communion  with  them  *,  we  muft  fuppofe  either  that  be 
wiflied  to  harden  them  in  their  prejudices,  though  he  pro« 
feffes  his  earneft  defire  of  their  converfion,  or  that  he  was 
totally  imfit  for  argument,  as  being  defiitute  of  the  leaft 
ihare  of  common  prudence* 

Although  Dr  P.  (hould  perfift  in  his  o^vn  conftruSion  of 
the  difputed  paffage,  be  cannot  do  fQ,  without  fuppofing 
that  the  Martyr  deliberately  told  and  committed  to  writing 
a  grofs  falfehood.  For  in  that  very  paffage,  he  plainly  at 
ferts  the  Unitarian  tenets  to  be  "  the  doSrines  of  men,*' 
and  oppofes  them  to  "  what  was  taught  by  the  prophets, 
^*  and  by  Chrift  himfelf."     It  cannot   be  faid  that  here  he 
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gives  his  own  opinion  only.  For  if  the  dodrine  of  ChriA's 
divinity  vns  novel,  efpecially  if  he  had  the  chief  hand  a 
introducing  ii,  he  could  not  ivell  be  a  ftranger  to  its  novel- 
ty. If  Chrift,  or  his  a poftles,  taught  another  doArine,  he 
muH  have  known  that  this  was  the  cafe.  Thtis,  it  nmS 
either  he  panted,  that  the  primitive  church  believed  the 
Son  to  be  God,  or  the  charafler  of  a  faithful  vritneis  nHiS 
be  denied  to  this  venerable  wiiter,  who  rtjijiid  unto  hlooi. 

Not  wit  li  (landing  the  clear  evidence  that  has  been  pro- 
dnced  by  various  writers,  that  Dr  P.,  in  his  Hlftory  of  C«- 
Tuptians,  has  mifreprefcnted  Jullin  Martyr,  he  again  laka 
notice  of  the  n^fpcfl  with  which  that  writer  treats  the  C 
nitarians,  and  ilill  urges  his  not  menrioning  them  as  hnt- 
tici*.  On  this  head,  he  ijuotes  two  pafTagcs.  Coniide'ini 
the  texture  of  our  author's  ar^mcnts,  it  might  le  a  fuffi' 
-  cient  reply,  that  as  JuRin  mentions  a  book  he  had  wrili« 
agatnji  all  fills  and  hcrefus,  it  is  more  thati  ptababli  thai  ht 
has  given  them  their  proper  charafler  there.  But  as  [1« 
Doctor  feems  to  reft  his  proof  as  to  Unitarians  not  btinj 
accounted  heretics  in  the  lime  ot  Juliin,  on  the  two  palTi, 
quoted,  it  may  be  neceflary  to  coi.fiJer  them. 

In  the  firll  pajTage,  he  replies  to  an  ohjeftion  madebj 
Trypho  to  the  truth  of  Chriitianity,  from  the  lives  of  in 
ptofefTors.  "  I  know  that  many,"  he  fays,  "  who  prr 
"  tend  to  be  Chrillians,  eal  the  things  facrifiecd  to  i- 
"  dols,  and  affirm  that  they  receive  no  injury  thereby  t'" 
Would  it  have  been  in  point  to  have  introduced  the  Unit*- 
rians  here  ?  TIjcre  was  great  propiitty  in  ju(!in"s  mcatiwi- 
ing  the  Gnoflics  cfpecijlly  ■,  becaufe  at  this  time  their  «- 
Tors  fcemtohave  been  Ipreading  very  cxtcnfively.  Bel 
wc  have  no  evidence  that  thofe  called  Unitarians  made  ts) 
conGderable  f)gnre.     Dr  P.,  notwithflanding  all  his  violffi 

efib;?, 
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efforts,  cannot  prove  that,  in  the  age  of  Juftin,  they  were 
more  than  the  rmu  certain  perfom .  But  the  Gnoftics  con- 
£dered  as  heretics,  were  ^oxao*,,  many ;  as  Juftin  declares  in 
this  paffage,  according  to  tne  Do£lor's  acknowledgment. 
But  as  Trypho's  objeftion  is  founded  on  praBice^  not  on  o- 
pinion,  we  have  another  argument  for  the  n^ore  particu- 
lar mention  of  Gnoftics ;  for  all  ancient  writers  charge 
them  with  grofs  immorality.  In  this  point  of  view,  our 
author  will  not  pretend  that  it  would  have  been  proper  to 
introduce  the  Ebionites,  though  viewed  as  heretics. 

Befides,  a  particular  praftice  is  fpecified  by  Trypho, 
which  was  peculiarly  Rumbling  to  thofe  accuftomed  to  the 
bondage  of  the  law ;  and  from  which  alL  in  communion 
with  the  church  are  faid  to  have  abftained,  as  long  as  hea- 
thenifm  was  the  religion  of  the  empire. 

.Irenaeus  exhibit%the  very  charge,  which  conftitutes  Try- 
pho's  obje&ion,  againft  the  Valentinians.  **  They  pretend 
"  that  they  are  no  wife  injured  by  thofe  grols  a6tions  in 
**  which  they  are  engaged. — Wherefore,  without  fear  they 
•*  do  all  thefe  things  which  are  forbidden.  For  they  freely 
^^  eat  the  things  offered  to  idols,  not  reckoning  themfelves 
^  defiled  by  them  :  and  they  are  the  firft  to  run  to  every 
**  feaft  of  the  heathen,  celebrated  in  honour  of  idols ;  fo 
**  that  none  of  them  abftain  from  the  bloody  fliews  of  the 
"  gladiators,  which  are  hateful  both  to  God  and  man  *." 
Marcion  himfelf  is  faid  by  Tertulliah  to  have  been  caft  out 
pf  the  church  for  defiling  a  virgin  :  and  his  opinions  were 
fuch  as  tended  to  fap  the  very  foundations  of  morality  \  for, 
according  to  Irenaeus,  he  afferted  that  Cain,,  the  Sodomites, 
the  Egyptians,  and  others  chargeable  with  the  moft  abo- 
minable fins,  were  faved ;  biit  that  Abel,  Seth,  Enoch, 
^oah,  Abraham,  the  Patriarchs  and  Prophets  were  exclu- 
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dcd  from  falvatlon".  The  Bafili deans  allowed  fbm'icaiion 
and  polygamy  \,  Though  fome  fpeak  favourably  of  Bali- 
lidei  himfelf,  it  is  ip'anted  that  he  "  affirmed  it  to  be  Uw- 
"  ful  for  Chriiliaiis  to  conceal  thtir  religion,  to  deny  Chrifi 
"  when  their  lives  were  in  danger,  and  to  partake  of  ibs 
'  "  feafls  of  the  Gentiles  inftituted  in  confeqwence  of  the  la- 
"  criEces  offered  to  idols  J."  Satnminua  was  an  enemy  to 
marriage  (.  Thus,  all  the  heretics  here  mentioned  by  Juf- 
tin,  erred  aj  to  morals :  and  the  particular  notice  which  he 
takes  of  ihem,  correfponds  witli  the  nature  of  Trypho's  oh. 
jeftion.  However  much  Joftin  was  convinced  that  the  E. 
bionites  weve  heretics,  it  would  have  been  ahfurd  to  intro- 
duce them  here ;  unlefe  he  had  meant  to  exhibit  the  fame 
charge  againtl  them  as  Epiphanius,  that  "  virginity  aii4 
''  chaftity  were  totally  prohibited  among  them  jf." 

The  Martjr,  it  muft  be  acknowledged,  in  bts  rejJy, 
(akes  a  more  ample  range  than  the  Jew;  as  he  mendoDg 
feme  who  tai^ght  not  only  to  do,  biit  to  fjieai  tilings  o<i»- 
iftical  and  hlnfj>lemom.  But  the  Doftor  has  not  yet  difpro- 
ved  wliiit  was  afTerted  by  his  learned  triiic  ",  that  the  clia- 
rafler  of  thofe  that  were  blafphemett  of  the  God  of  Abra- 
ham, who  according  to  Jullin  was  the  Son,  naturaJly  be- 
longs to  Unitarians.  His  own  tranilation  proves  this.  For 
if  "  fome  taught  to  blafpheme  the  Chrift,  and  the  God  irf 
*'  Abraham,  Ifaac  and  Jacob,  in  one  way,  and  others  in 
"  another ;  Juflin  muft  have  included  Ebionites,"  For 
while  Gnoflics  blafphemed  the  God' of  Abraham  in  oat 
wiy,  making  him  Inferior  to  the  Supreme,  or  even  calling 
him  an  evil  being ;  Ebionites  did  fo  in  anolber,  as  they 
blafphemoufly  denied  tliat  Chrift  was  the  God  of  Abra- 
ham, and  taught  that  He  was  "  a  man  bom  of  man." 

But 
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But  is  there  not  another  chara£ler  of  Unitatians  included 
n  this  defcription  ?  —  "  Enemies  to  the  worfliip  of  Jefus, 

*  confeffinghim  in  name  only  ♦.**     As  in  the  Do&or's  firft 
|uptation  of  this  paflage,  he  left  out  *^  the  Chrift,"  before 

*  and  the  God  of  Abraham,"  lie.  not  affording-  in  his 
tranilation  a  fihgle  hint  to  t&e  unlearned  reader  as  to  the 
perfon  really  m^fnt  by  Juftin  \  he  alfo,  as  Dr  Horfle^  ob- 
terves,  fuppreiTed  the  clause  concerning  the  worifaip  of 
this  adorable  Perfon.  In  his  large  worJ^,  however,  both . 
sxpreiEons  appear  in  their  proper  place.  But  flill  he  fup- 
prelTes  the  true  meaning  of  the  laft,  rendering  it,  ''  who, 
^  inftead  of  reverencing  Jefus,  confels  him  in  name  only." 
It  is  evident  that  Juilin  fpeaks  of  Jefus,  as  the  objed  of  re* 
ligious  worfliip.  Not  to  urge  that  confeJJtQn  itfelf,  whe^  re- 
fpefting  a  perfon  as  its  obje^,  is  a  folemn  aft  of  wpHhip  \ 
the  term,  employed  by  Juftin,  is  thaX  which  he  elfewhere 
ufes  to  denote  "  the  true  worfliip  of  God  f/'  that  "  wor- 
f  *  fliip  of  one  God  which  the  facred  writings  teach  J."  We 
^o  not  find,  that  he  ever  ufes  it  to  fignify  the  revprence  due 
to  a  creature,  but  always  that  "vvorihip  given,  either  to  the 
true  God,  or  to  idols  as  falfely  believed  to  be  gods.  There- 
fore, with  him  it  feems  always  to  imply  the  idea  of 
Deity. 

This,  then,  is  the  concluding  article  of  the  charge  exhi* 
bited  by  Juftin  againft  thefe.  men  of  whom  he  had  £iidy 
"  With  none  of  whom,"  m  aSiEv*  (whether  "  blafpheming 
^*  the  Chrift,  the  God  of  Abraham,  in  one  way,  or  in  an- 
\^  other)  have  we  any  communion,  knowing  them  to  be 
St  atheifts  and  ungodly,  unrighteous  and  lawlefs,  and  ene- 
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"  mies  to  die  worfliip  of  JeCus."  How  favourable  thisquc- 
tation  is  to  the  cafe  either  of  ancient,  or  of  modern  Um»- 
rians,  let  the  world  judge.  Though  it  were  granted,  tlm 
Juitin  had  no  eye  to  them,  tliis  article,  which  doles  lie 
iadidmant,  fliews  what  be  thought  of  liich  men. 

In  that  very  pafTage  in  wMch,  according  to  our  aulhot'i 
ackniiwledgcncnt,  Juftin  fpeaks  of  the  Ebiffiitcs,  lliougb  he 
does  not  estpretly  call  them  heretics,  he  gives  them  iht 
lame  characters  with  unbelreviog  Jews.  Trypho  had  Hil, 
"  To  affert  that  this  Chrift  pre-ezifted,  being  God  bcfoR 
"  ages,  but  that  he  afterwards  condefceaded  to  be  born,  bc- 
"  iog  made  man,  not  man  of  man,  appears  to  mc  not  oolj 
"  parodox,  but  foUy  !"  To  this  Juftin  replies^  "  1  kao" 
"  that  this  difcourfe  feems  paradoKical,  ant]  efpcciallyD 
"  ihofe  of  your  rac<:,  who  have  never  bad  any  inclinatico, 
"  either  to  underftand,  or  to  do  the  things  of  God,  ta 
"  thofe  of  your  teachers  ;  as  God  himfelf  exclaims  agaiiii 
"yout"  This  is  the  very  introduilion  to  that  piStff, 
whence  it  ie  inferred  that  Unitarians  were  the  majoriiT, 
and  that  Judin  fj^eaks  of  them  with  riffircl.  This  fenleiKt 
immediately  precedes  the  favourite  paffage  of  our  aulbw- 
It  is  furely  moll  natural  to  onderftand  that  expreOion,  «n 
TV  ffVEo;  uncTt^H,  as  denoting  Ebionites,  who  were  con&llc^ 
ly  of  the  Jewilh  rncf. 

If  this  be  refufed,  if  it  be  urged  that  this  refers  to  ihofe 
who  conlirnied  Jews,  yet  the  word,  (/pecui//y,  Ihews  that  lit 
had  an  eye  to  others,  lo  whom  this  doflrine  feemed  "  |»- 
"  radoxical  and  abfurd!"  And  whoever  they  were,  i* 
formed  the  fame  opinion  of  them  all,  that  they  were  foch 
B£  "  had  no  inclination,  either  to  underftand,  or  to  doifc* 
"  things  of  God."  This,  then,  is  the  great  reJptR  i»iu 
which  Juftin  mentions  thcfc  men.  One  would  think  !k 
could  fcarcely  have  devifed  a  worfe  chara£ler  for  the  gi»f- 
feft  heretics.     But  according  to   the  learned  GentleniM'i 
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mode  of  reafoning,  though  a  writer  of  this  age  occafionally 
exprefled  his  abhorrence  at  the  do£trine  of  Socinians,  4e« 
fcribing  them  as  men  who  had  no  inclination  either  to  know, 
or  to  do  the  will  of  God  5  if  he  did  not  fomewhere  expreis- 
\j  call  them  heretics^  it  might  fafely  be  inferred  that  he  did 
not  think  them  fuch,  nay,  that  he  treated  them  with  re- 
JpeB. 

The  other  paffage  brought  by  Dr  P.  to  prove  that  Juftin 
reckoned  Gnoftics  the  only  heretics,  can  be  of  as  little  ufi^ 
to  him.  For  it  contains  a  direft  reply  to  a  queftion  propo- 
fed  by  Trypho,  who  wifhed  Juftin  to  tell  him  tiuly,  if 
Chriftians  believed  that  Jerufalem  would  at  length  be  re- 
ftored,  and  Jews  and  Gentiles,  with  the  Mefliah,  and  the 
patriarchs  and  prophets,  be  gathered  together  there.  Juftin 
^rft  declares  that  this  is  hb  own  opinion,  and  that  of  nianjr 
others.  ,  Then,  that  it  was  denied  by  two  kinds  of  perfons ; 
firft,  by  many  true  ^riftians,  holding  "  the  pure  and  god- 
**  ly  dodlrine  •,"  an4  fccondly,  by  foma  who  were  called 
Chriftians,  but  were  in  fafl:  "  atheiftical  and  ungodly  he- 
♦*  retics  *.**  He  mentions  thefe  as  the  very  perfons  he  had 
4efcribed  before,  only  adding  a  new  character,  that  of  their 
denying  the  refurreftion.  This  he  introduces  as  intimately 
jconnedted  with.  Trypho's  queftion.  For  it  muft  have  plain-' 
ly  appeared,  that  no  man  who  denied  the  refurre6tion, 
pould  believe  that  fcheme  of  reftitution  laid  down  by  the 
Jew. 

To  what  purpofe  would  it  have  been  to  introduce  new 
heretics  here,  whofe  doftrines  did  notj  like  thoie  of  the 
Gnoftics,  lay  them  under  a  neceflity  of  difl)elieving-this? 
Who,  but  our  author,  would  have  ventured  to  fay  that 
Juftin  accounted  none  heretics,  Ifave  the  Gnoftics,  becaufe  no 
others  are  mentioned  on  this  occafion  ? 

His 
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His  latl  obfcrvation  on  this  head  is,  that  "  it  is  ifjer  p. 
"  ving  an  atcount  of  Simon,  Menandcr  and  Matcicn, 
"  known  Gnoftics,  and  without  any  allufjon  to  Uniiaiira:^ 
"  that  Juftin  mentions  his  writing  a  treatife  againS  all  be- 
"  refies  ","  No  one  would  think  of  anfwering  thefc  nb- 
fcrvations  as  arguments,  did  they  not  come  from  fuch  i 
writer  as  Dr  P.,  whofe  name  with  many  will  give  weigh) 
to  what  be  fays.  The  argument  now  mentioned,  though 
confidcied  in  the  moft  favourable  light,  will  turn  either 
way.  A  Ttinitiirian  might  fcy  ;  "  Juftin  certainly  r»- 
"  koned  Unitarians,  heretics.  For  though  he  docs  Dot  naoK 
"  them,  he  fays  he  wrote  a  book  againd  all  herefies.  Hj 
"  mentioning  ihis  to  the  Emperor,  he  infinuates  that  it 
"  was  unneceiTary  for  bim  to  partlculariie  their  nanus. 
"  Biit  as  he  had  already  given  this  charafter  to  the  Gne- 
"  flics,  had  he  accounted  none  heretics  but  them,  he  wonM 
"  not  have  £iid  that  he  had  written  a%ook  againfl  all  b»- 
"  refies,  but  againft  tbefe  which  he'had  already  mendn- 
"  ed." 

But  there  would  have  been  no  more  propriety  in  men- 
tionmg  the  Ebionites  here,  than  in  the  paJTages  alreid/ 
,  conlidcrcd.  Jutlin  has  a  particular  defign,  in  taking  notice 
of  the  Gnoflics,  For  he  is  proving  to  the  Emperor  the 
unreafonablenefa  of  perfecuting  the  Chrlftians.  This  he 
does,  firft,  from  many  being  permitted  to  "  wotlhip  trees, 
*'  and  rivers,  and  mice,  and  cats,  and  crocodiles  ;"  and  from 
its  being  the  only  objeflion  to  Chrjiiians,  that  they  wodd 
notjciiQ  in  fuch  impious  worfliip.  Secondly,  becaufv  (be 
heathen  in  general  were  allowed  to  woilhip  deities  of  t-Se 
moft  infamous  character,  as  B.icchus,  Venus,  Adonis,  Wf- 
The  prevalence  of  thii  worlhip  he  afcribes  to  the  power  of 
devils.  Thirdly,  becaiife  "  after  the  afcenfion  of  Chiifl, 
"  the  devils  ufliered  men  into  light,  who  called  theinfclvK 
3  "  g"^" 
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•*  gods  "  "  So  far,"  fays  he,  "  are  they  from  being  per- 
*•  fecuted  by  you,  that  they  are  reckoned  worthy  of  ho- 
•*  n^ur,**  ■  Then  he  mentions  Simon,  who  by  his  magical 
txts  acquired  the  honour  of  deity  at  Rome  ;  next,  Menande^ 
his  dilciple,  who,  he  fiays,  was  alfo  "  under  the  energy  of 
*♦  devils,  and  feduced  many  by  magic."  Then,  he  men- 
tions Marcion  as  under  the  fame  influence.  The  conclufioa 
of  all  is ;  "  That  tiiey  are  not  perfecuted,  nor  dcftroyed  by 
**  you,  for  their  do&ines,  we  are  well  affured." 

It  is  not  the  defign  of  Juftin  to  fpeak  of  Gnoftics,  or  any 
other  pretended  Chriftians,  under  the  formal  idea  of  here- 
tics. But  he  fingles  them  out,  b,ecaufe  being  wicked  men^ 
uiing  magical  arts,  and  a£Hng,  as  he  believed,  by  diabolical 
power,  they  were  not  only  all  exempted  from  fuffering,  but 
fbme  of  them  even  honoured  as  gods,  by  thoJGe  very  perfons^ 
who  perfecuted  true  Chiiftians  *. 

Here,  therefore,  Juftiii  could  not  have  mentioned  the 
Ebionites  with  any  propriety,  unleis  he  had  meant  to  fay 
that  they  were  exempted  from  perfecution  as  well  as  the 
Gnoftics  ;  nay,  that  they  were  equally  devoted  to  magical 
arts,  and  under  the  agency  of  devils. 

Dr  P.  fums  up  his  evidence  in  favour  of  the  majority  be- 
ing Unitarians  in  this  manner ;  **  In  ihoft,  it  appears  that 
**  the  ancient  Unitarians  entertained  the  iame  dread  of  the 
"  dodrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrifl,  that  the  Trinitarians 

of  this  day  do  of  that  of  his  fimple  humanity  ;  a  prodf 

that  each  of  them  had  been  brought  up  in  the  perfuafioa 
**  of  the  opinions  they  held,  being  the  do£hine  of  their  an- 
•*  ceftors,  and  of  the  apoftles  f ."  That  they  would  pre- 
tend to  be  afraid^  offended^  fcandalized^  there  is  no  reafon 
to  doubt ;  for  confcience  has  ftill  been  the  pretence  of  the 
greateft  heretics.  This  proves  nothing  as  to  the  antiquity 
of  their  dodbrine.     As  little  can  it  prove  that  they  were 

brought 
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brought  Qp  in  it.  Doubtlefs,  our  author  fects  the  iaai 
pioui  dread  at  the  dodrine  of  the  holy  Trinity.  He  «il 
not,  therefore,  refiife  that  he  received  the  cdiic^rai  o(  i 
Triaitarian.  and  that  he  "  prayed  confcicntiouily.",  mi 
"  in  the  ferious  fim  plicity  of  hia  heart,  to  all  the  three  pet' 
"  fons  without  diHindion  *." 

One  of  the  proofs  on  which  this  theory  is  fouadedi  » 
that  "  Nov;iQan  fpeaks  of  the  Unitarians  as  Jcondalitti  t 
**  the  doflrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrifl."  Dr  P.  quoM 
part  of  the  fentence  in  wliich  tht;  word  Jcanda/ii^are  txxen. 
But  as  Novatian  calls  thofc  of  whom  he  fpraks  itrtw, 
and  afferts  that  "  they  ftruggled  to  draw  away  <he  coiun- 
"  verfy:  in  oppofition  lo  the  truth  of  the  lincctc  KnSm 
"  and  Catholic  faith  ;"  of  what  avail  is  tierr  pretence  it 
being  offendfd,  to  prove  that  the  majority  of  tlw  Catholic 
church  was  Unitarian?  Novatian  reprefenls  thcfc  men  II 
ftiriuking  from  the  tell  of  antiquity  and  univcrial  txa&as. 
and  flying  to  the  pitiful  refuge  of  the  ofienlivc  nature  of  ths 
doSrine  to  their  minds. 

But  has  that  writer  Caid,  without  any  reflriflion,  thai  U- 
nitarians  were  "  fcandalizcd  at  the  doftrine  of  the  diviniti 
"  of  Chrift,"  as  our  author's  language  implies?  He  im 
mentioned  thofe,'  indeed,  who  aflertcd  that  Chrift  was  mm 
man.  But  he  at  the  fame  time  mentions  thofc  who  wf" 
fo  iirraly  perfuadcd  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  as  to  affimi 
that  he  was  God  the  Futber.  Tliis  is  evident  from  the  fai 
tencc  immediately  following  Dr  P.'s  quotation  \. 

Our  learned  author  is  fp  candid  as  to  acknowledge  da 

fome  of  hia  friends  think  that  "  the  evidence  he  has  pi* 
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**  duced,  in  order  to  prove  that  the  bulk  of  common  Chri- 
**  ilianSy  in  the  early  ages,  were  fimply  Unitarians,  is  not 
**  fufficient  for  the  purpofe  * ."  Particularly,  it  is  their  o- 
pinion  that  he  has  not  proved,  that  thofe  mentioned  by 
TertuUian  were  offended  at  the  do£faine  of  Chrift's  pre-ex- 
iftence.  Perhaps,  the  generality  of  readers  will  think  that 
he  ought  to  have  paid  more  refpedl  to  the  judgment  of  thefe 
honefl  friends,  than  to  have  hazarded,  not  merely  his  re- 
putation as  a  writer,  but  the  refpedability  of  the  caufe  he 
has  efpoufed,  on  fo  infuiEcient  a  bottom. 

But  Dr  P.  feems  to  think  that  he  can  invalidate  all  their 
obje^ons  by  obferving  that,  **  if  there  was  any  evidence 
*^  whatever,  prefumptive  or  pofitive,  of  any  ChrifUans  io 
**  thofe  ages  believing  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift,  and  not 
"  believing  either  with  the  Gnoflics  that  he  was  a  pre-ex- 
••  Iflent  Spirit  fuperior  to  the  Creator  of  the  world,  or  with 
**  the  Platonizing  Fathers,  that  he  was  tte  uncreated  Logos 
••  of  the  Father,  thiir  ohjeBion  might  have  fome  weight. 
**  But  there  is  no  trace  of  any  fuch  thing,  either  among  the 
•'  learned,  or  the  unlearned."  A  mighty  conceiEon,  in- 
deed \  The  learned  Gentleman  will  pay  fo  much  refped  to 
his  friends,  as  to  grant  that  their  objedion  may  have  fome 
weight,  if  they  will  infure  him  that  it  fliall  not  be  throwi^ 
into  the  oppofite  fcale.  He  mull  have  a  fecurity  that  thefe 
common  people  were  not  Gnoftics.  For  not  only  would 
they  be  of  no  fervice  to  him,  as  he  has  granted  tliat  Gno- 
ftics were  always  accounted  heretics  j  but  their  exiftencc 
would  prove  that  the  doftrine  of  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift 
was  not  fo  fhoching  to  plain  Chrijlians  as  Dr  P.  wiflies  it  to 
appear.  It  would  alfo  follow,  tliat  "  the  rude  and  Jimph 
"  fuithy  which  the  learned  complained  ci,  was  mt  derived 
"  from  the  primitive  Jewifli  converts  f,"  accordmg  to   the 

chara^r 
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charader  given  of  the  ktter  by  oor  author,  as  iKlieriiigi 
Jeliis  was  a  mete  man. 

It  muA  alfo  be  proved  that  thej  did  not  Iblluw  the  lb 
toniting  Fathers.  Far,  in  this  cafe,  they  would  niia  Ul 
caufe.  This  is  3  clear  proof,  that  oar  author  jodgaif 
evidence,  in  this  controverfy  at  leafi,  not  acconfing  > 
its  abftraft  value,  but  merely  according  to  its  ] 
lar  bias.  If  it  oppofe  has  own  fyftem,  it  is  nnwar%  d 
regard. 

The  hfft  fcems  to  be,  that,  if  his  iiiends  can  prove  M 
thefe  Jimfle  belie%'ers  were  Arians,  he  will  allow 
vitigbt  to  their  objecUon.  For  he  apprehends  that  tfKj 
could  do  him  no  injury.  Therefore  he  adds;  "  Thejat- 
"  tainly  did  rot  reliih  the  notion  of  Chrifl  being  the  nB^^ 
"  ated  Logos,  for  that  was  part  of  the  fame  fyftem  with  i* 
"  economy,  and  Trinity,  at  which  they  were  fo  nwi 
"  Ihocked ;  and  there  is  no  mention  whatever  of  any  iD» 
"  mediate  kind  of  j)ic-eKi Hence,  fuch  as  tliat  of  a  cr^d 
"  Logos,  till  a  much  later  period,"  But  what  waa  th*  A- 
lian  doclrine  of  a  created  Logoi,  but  a  new  modificanoo  ri 
that  of  the  GnolHcs  ?  Dr  P.  has  acknowledged  their  itti" 
ty  *.  But  though  fome  traces  of  Arianifoi  could  be  f<w»i 
as  early  as  the  age  of  TertuUian,  what  could  it  avail  <« 
author  ?  Muil  not  tliis  doftrlne  have  appeared  to  the  J* 
filiccs  credeniium,  as  much  oppofed  to  the  perjanal  mMuJ' 
chy,  as  tlie  Trinitarian  ?  Uodoubtedly,  they  would  bs" 
reckoned  it  more  fo.  For  while  the  Trinitarians  al"ip 
protelled  that  they  admitted  one  God  only,  theAriua*- 
vowed  a  created  God,  eflentially  different  from  hisCr 
ator  f .  and  yet  entitled  to  worihip. 

But  why  would  Dr  P,  grant  that  the  objeflioc  d" 
friends   jnight   have  fame   weight,  if  any  common  pw?* 
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could  be  foxind,  belonging  to  that  age,  neither  Gnoftics  nor 
Platonifts,  that  is,  Arians ;  unlets  he  were  convinced  that 
thck^mplices  feem,  at  leaft,  to  have  believed  the  pre-ex- 
iftence  of  Chrift  in  forae  fenfe  ?  By  the  utmoft  ftretch  of 
charity,  I  cannot  perfuade  myfelf  that  Dr  P.  is  not  con- 
fcious  that  they  did.  As  he  is  aflured  that  there  were  none, 
who  held  the  Arian  do&r'me  ti//  a  much  later  pe^'od,  he 
ought  candidly  to  give  that  weight  to  the  objeftion,  which 
he  would  allow,  if  ancient  hiftory  would  l^end  to  his  wiihes. 
For,  independently  of  the  conviftiou  implied  in  his  concef- 
fiort,  it  is  incontrovertible,  as  has  been  formerly  Teen,  from 
the  connexion  of  the  paflage,  nay,  from  the  whole  of  that 
work  in  which  TertuUian  mentions  thefe  Jimple  perfons, 
that  they  not  only  believed  the  prcexiftence  of  Chrift, 
but  held  that  he  was  perfonally  one  with  the  Fatl^er. 
While  anxious  to  ma^intain  their  ide^  of  the  unity,  had 
they  not  been  fully  <5onvinced  of  the  true  and  fupreme 
deity  of  the  Son,  they  would  never  have  ^one  to  this  ex- 
treme. 


CHAPTER    III. 

Kxamifiation  of  Dr  P,'s  Anfwers  to  OhjeBions^ 

OUR  author  proceeds,  in  the  next  chapter,  "  fairly  to 
"  ftate  every  obje&ion  he  has  yet  met  with  to  any 
?*  part  of  the  evidence  produced"  to  prove  that  the  CJen- 
tile  Chriftians  were  generally  Unitarians. 
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SECTION    I. 

G/thc  Teflimony  of  Eufebius  to  the  Novelty  of  tit  Uid- 
tartan  Doflritte. 

'T~' HE  firftobjeaioB  is  that  founded  on  the  teflimoayol 
Eufebius,  when  recording  the  lajiguagc  of  Caius  tbt 
PrcibyCer,  (m  it  is  generally  thought)  in  anfwer  to  the 
claim  of  antiqiiity  made  by  Unitarians  in  his  time.  "  Thtj 
afBrm."  he  fays.  "  that  »11  the  primitive  Chriftiaos,  vA 
"  the  Apoftlcs  themfelves  both  received  and  taught  tbefc 
"  things  which  are  fpoken  by  them  :  and  indeed,  that  ^ 
"  true  preaching  was  prefcrved  even  to  the  times  of  Vic- 
"  tor,  who  was  the  thirteenth  bifiiop  of  the  city  of  Root 
"  from  Peter ;  but  that  from  the  lime  of  Zephyrinm 
"  who  fucceeded  Viftor,  the  truth  was  adulterated.  Aai 
"  perhaps,  what  they  aflert  might  appear  credible,  nnks, 
"  in  the  firfl  place,  the  holy  Scriptures  direftly  oppdU 
"  them.  Then,  there  are  the  writings  of  certain  brethttn. 
"  prior  tn  the  age  of  Vidior,  which  tiiey  have  written  ia 
"  defence  of  the  truth,  againft  the  Gentiles  and  the  here- 
"  tics  of  their  own  time.  I  mean  Juftin,  and  Mi^dadcs, 
"  and  Tatian,  and  Clement,  and  many  others  bcfides;  iit 
"  all  whofe  books  the  divinity  of  Chrift  is  maintained.  F« 
"  who  is  Ignorant  of  the  writiiigs  of  IrecKus,  and  Meli;* 
"  and  the  reft,  proclaiming  Chrift  to  be  both  God  and  mm? 
"  Of  which  nnmber  are  the  Pfalms  and  Hyimis  compofcd 
"  by  the  faithful,  in  the  carliell  times,  which  cekbnte 
"  Chrift  the  Word  of  God,  afcribing  divinity  to  him.  Since 
"  then,  the  ccclcfiaftical  doftrine  was  preached  fo  maoT 
"  years  back,  how  can  it  be  that  ail  even  to  the  tintt«' 
*'  Vi£lor  have  proclaimed  that  doflrine  of  which  tiwr 
"  fpol" 
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**  fpeak  ?  How  arc  they  nok  alhamed  to  frame  fach  faliehoods 
"  concerning  ViSor,  when  they  certainly  know  that  Vic - 
**  tor  excommunicated  Theodotus  the  cuirier,  the  chief 
**  and  parent  of  this  God-denying  herefy,  being  the  firft 
**  that  called  Chrift  a  mere  man  ?  For  if  Viftor,  as  thdy 
"  pretend,  was  perfuaded  of  the  truth  of  their  blafphemous 
*'  dofbrine,  how  did  he  caft  out  Theodotus,  the  inventor  of 
«  thb  heifefy  ♦  ?" 

That  the  pretenfions  of  lie  party  have  been  always  abun- 
dantly high,  few  will  be  difpofed  to  difpute.    Many,  on  the 
contrary,  may  be  willing  to  throw,  into  the  fcale  of  antiquity,  . 
a  few  years  more  than  Unitarians  have  thought  of  alking. 
The  firft  attack  that  was  made  on  the  Deity  of  Chrift  was,  in- 
deed, moremodeftly  exprefled  than  many  that  have  been  made 
fince.     That  ancient  herefiarch,  to  whom  we  refer,  only 
infinuated  a  doubt  of  the  dodrine :  If  thou  be  the  Son  of 
Godj  &c.     All  who  have  followed  his  plan  have  virtually 
had  the  fame  end  in  view.     He  wiflied  to  fet  himfelf  up 
^  the  objed  of  worihip;      And  what  elfe  do  Unitarians 
prbpoie.     They  wifli  to  be  as  gods*     T^eyfcorn  the  my* 
fiery  of  godlinefs^  God  manifefl  in  the  flefh^  becaufe  they 
facrifice  to  their  own  reafon.     They  rejed  ^n  Omnipotent 
Saviour,  becaufe  they  idolize  their  own  power,  and  vainly 
imagine  that  they  can  perform  all  that  ^ork  which  is  pro^ 
per  to  him. 

But  even  in  thefe  early  times,  referred  to  by  Eufebius, 
th6  pretenfions  of  the  party  were  cohfidered  as  vain  boaft- 
ings,  nay,  roundly  averted  to  be  ^^  impious  falfehoods."  It 
is  amufing,  indeed,  to  obferVe  the  inconMe&t  condufl  aiid 
retrograde  motion  of  the  friends  of  this  herefy.  None 
pour  greater  contempt  on  authority  and  univerial  opinion 
than  thejr  gienerally  do.  Yet  to  ferve  their  own  purpofer, 
they  difcover  as  great  anxiety  as  ever  did  the  church  of 
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Rome  to  cflabUfh  the  antiqmty  aud  univerial  rccepdcn  «f 
heir  teneU.  But  in  proof  of  this  tuiiveriiility,  they  hiK 
ftill  found  it  neceflary  to  refer  back  to  fome  diflant  to,  A 
which  tlie  numeroui  memorials  ia  their  favour  are — all  jx- 
riihcd. 

Dr  P.,  when,  in  his  former  work,  refening  to  this  pif- 
fnge  of  Eufebius,  not  only  chitrged  him  with  apparint  s>- 
fairnefi  in  his  treatment  of  tbefe  Unitarians,  without  ofc- 
ferving  that  he  only  quoted  the  language  of  another  writer, 
but  called  ViSor  the  fucceflor,  inftead  of  the  predecelTcr, 
of  Zephyrinus.  Although,  in  hia  later  work,  he  has  gira 
the  latter  his  proper  place,  he  has  refufed  hicn  hb  ri^ 
name,  calling  him  ViSorinui.  This  is  what  an  anocd 
Roman  would  have  called  an  unluciy  pafiagc  to  our  aothor. 
J'or  he  (till  (tumbles  in  limtae. 

Before  proceeding  particidarly  to  examine  the  evidence  pro- 
duced by  Eufebius,  he  enfures  liimfelf  agalnll  receivtag  aoj 
damage  by  it.  EJe  (hews  that  it  can  be  of  no  avail,  bccufe 
the  writer  is  prejudged.  "  It  has  been  feen,"  he  fays,  "  ihaii 
"  by  the  general  acknowledgment  of  the  Fathers,  andof 
"  Eufebius  himfelf,  among  the  reft,  the  firft  dodrine  dm 
*'  was  taught  by  the  apoftles,  was  that  of  the  limple  hunu- 
"  nity  of  Chrilt,  and  that  his  divinity  was  very  lildt 
"  known,  till  it  rtvas  publiihed  by  John,  after  the  death  d 
"  the  other  apolUes.  Eufebius,  therefore,  denying  it  in  tlu> 
"  cafe,  is  not  at  all  to  be  regarded, — unlcis  he  had  broo^ 
"  fome  fuflicient  proof  to  counterafl  that  evidence  •."  I 
have  carefully  examined  tlic  former  part  of  the  worlt,fcir 
this  teftimony  of  Eufebius  which  difqualifics  him  f^Qmb^ 
ing  a  witnefs  in  the  prefcnt  cafe.  1  can  find  only  odc  pi- 
fagc  that  can  be  fuppofcd  to  be  referred  to.  According  t» 
Dr  P.,  Eufebius  fays,  that  "  John  began  the  dodh-ine  of  d* 
"  divinity  of  ChrJft,  that  being  refcrved  for  him  as  the 
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**  moft  worthy  *."  But  this  is  not  what  Eufebius  really  feys. 
He  afleits,'  in  the  preceding  fentence,  that  "  Matthew  and 
Luke  having  formerly  delivered  the  genealogy  of  Ghrift  ac* 
cording  to  the  flelh,  this  was  properly  omitted  by  John."  But 
does  he  add,  that  John  hegan  the  doBrtne  of  the  divinity  ? 
His  language  bears  fomething  very  different.  Having  in 
his  eye  the  conduft  of  Matthew,  in  beginning  his  Go/pel 
vixth  the  genealogy,  and  of  Luke,  in  making  it  the  pre&ce 
to  bis  hiftory  of  Jefus ;  he  adds  concerning  John,  '^  But 
he  began  from  the  theology,"  or  "  do£hine  of  the  divi- 
nity \*'  To  fpeak  of  a  writer  beginning  his  book  from 
•r  with  a  particular  do&rine,  is  certainly  a  very  different 
thing  from  faying  that  he  began  the  dofbrine  itfelf.  Tlius, 
the  credibility  of  Eufebius,  as  a  witnefe,  is  no  wife  affected 
by  this  teftim<Miy,  how  much  foever  that  of  Dr  P.  niay 
fufl&r,  as  an  interpreter. 

He  confiders  the  appeal  of  Eufebius  to  the  fcriptures  as 
of  no  weight,  becaufe  it  was  merely  *'  matter  of  opinion 
*•  that  they  were  againft  the  Unitarians."  But  did  the  caufe 
reft  as  much  on  the  writings  of  Jaftin  or  Irenseus,  as  on  the 
holy  fcriptures,  there  is  no  reafon  to  doubt  that  Unitarians 
would  labour  as  eameftly  to  avert  the  force  of  their  teftl- 
mony,  as  they  have  done  to  deprive  the  facred  writings  of 
the  ordinary  feilfe  of  language*  Dr  P.  has  obferved  this 
plan  in  various  inftances  \  and  his  fellow-labourer  Mr  Lind- 
fcy  boldly  attempted  to  fliew  that  all  the  writings  of  the 
three  firft  centuries  were  Unitarian. 

But  Dr  P.  endeavours  to  invalidate  the  teftimony  of  Eu- 
febius from  the  confideration  of  his  appealing  to  no  writer 
before  Juftin.     He  confiders  this  as  an  evidence .  that  he 
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coiild  not  carry  the  antiquity  of  the  doflrine  .^y  IJgher. 
Our  author,  how  v-^r,  ought  to  have  obferved  that,  in  thii 
proof,  Lu&biiu  h  .s  two  objefis  in -view.  Like  mofi  ol 
the  fathcis,  indeed,  hi  is  not  a  fla^e  to  method.  But  he 
evidently  means  to  anrwer  two  allegations  of  the  Unita- 
rians. Oni-'  of  thefe  was,  that  "  all  the  primitive  Chri- 
"  ftians  and  the  apolUes  received  and  taught"  their  dodiinc. 
The  other,  that  "  the  truth  was  preferved  till  the  lime  rf 
"  Viaor,  but  corrupted  from  that  of  his  fucccflbr  Zepb/' 
"  rinus." 

To  Biew  the  falfity  of  the  firft,  he  appeals  to  the  hoi; 
ScripturcE.  And  furely,  he  could  not  appeal  to  any  authority 
fo  proper  for  demonftratiiig  what  was  "  received  and  taught 

by  the  primitive  Chrifliansi  and  by  the  apoftJcs,"  who  haJ 

been  the  vcrj  writers  of  thtfe.    But  if  this  Ihould  be  objcfl- 

matter  of  opinion,"  he  refers  to  "  the  pfalmsaoJ 

hymns  compofcd  by  the  faithful  from  the  beginning." 

To  prove  the  falfity  of  the  fecond  allegation,  he  appesi 
to  the  writings  of  Chriftians,  older  than  the  time  of  Vi^o'- 
There  was  mi  neccflity  for  going  farther  back  than  the  ijt 
of  Juftin.  For  as  thofe  againft  whom  Eufebius  wrote, 
alTerced  that  "  the  truth  was  preferved  till  the  time  of  Vic- 
"  tor,"  it  was  fufficii;nt  for  hia  purpofe  to  prove  that  fotw 
Chriftian  writers,  h^^fare  Victor,  had  maintained  the  contrwr 
doflrine.  Now,  he  was  nqt  bilLop  of  Rome  till  the  year  i()l ' 
or  194^."  Hut  Juftin  began  to  write  more  than  hilfi 
century  eailier  J.  Had  Eufebius  gone  no  farther  back  that 
to  Irenseus,  it  would  have  been  a  fiifficietit  anfwer  to  6* 
charge.  A-i  the  Artemonitcs  maintaiaed  that  all,  before 
Viflor,  ivere  Unitarians,  had  one  writer  only  been  prod* 
eed,  it  would  have  proved  the  falfity  of  it.  Eulcbin)^ 
bO'^ever,  produces  a  multitude  of  wi^ocfTes,  tome  of  tbcs 
long  before  the  time  of  Viftor. 

•  C»ve  Uift.  Liicr»T.  Vol.  i.  p.  jj. 
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But  our  author  has  thought  proper  to  omit  one  fentcnce, 
which,  cofltains  the  application  of  the  argument.  '*  Since 
^  then,"  the  ancient  writer  {ays,  "  the  Ecclefiaftical  doftrine 
'*  was  preached  fo  many  years  back,  how  can  it  be  that  all, 
^  even  to  the  time  of  VtSor^  have  proclaimed  that  dodrine 
*'  of  which  they  fpeak  *  ?"  Our  author  could  not  but  per- 
ceive that,  had  £u{ebiu8  been  fully  heard,  his  language 
would  have  fdfficieutly  anfwered,  if  it  had  not  prevented, 
the  prefent  obje&ion. 

Dr  P.,  in  his  former  work,  had  charged  Eufebius  with 
apparently  ading  a  diihoneft  part.  He  had  ikid,  *'  With 
^  fudi  apparent  unfaimeis,  does  Eufebius  treat  thefe  Uni- 
^  tarians,  as  to  lay  that  Theodotus— was  the  firfl  who  held 
^  that  our  Saviour  was  a  mere  manf."  But  the  learned 
Gentleman  has  been  fo  feverely  attackeil  on  this  head,  and 
gained  fo  little  honour,  that  he  does  not  now  venture,  in 
liis  own  pcrfon,  to  return  to  the  charge.  He  will  not,  how* 
ever,  entirely  quit  the  field.  But  he  provides  himfelf  with 
a  couple  of  champions  who  ihall  fight  this  battle  for  him. 
That  his  adveriaries  may  be  more  tender,  he  Angles  out 
two,  whofe  orthodoxy  has  never  been  doubted.  Tbeie  are 
Biihop  Pearfon  and  M.  Daille.  '<  Pearibn,"  he  lays, 
^  makes  no  difficulty  of  contradiding  Eufebius  in  this  cafe. 
**  His  opponent,  M.  Daille,  having  faid*  if  that  account 
**  betruey  he  replies,  *  He  knew  very  well  that,  llricUy 

*  ipeaking,  it  was  not  *  true  \  for  he  Knew  many  otaers, 

•  long  before  Theodotus,  and  not  a  few  even  beiore  lgna« 
'  tins,  who  taiught  the  fame  herefy  %.* 

As  thefe  worthy  and  leained  me  a  feem  to  have  under- 
flood  the  pafiage  in  Eufebius,  it  is  not  JiriBly  true.    But 

Bb  4  if 

xtKn^vx^***^  7  Hift.  lib.  5.  c.  28. 
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if  they  viewed  it  as  meaning  that  Tlieodalus  was  abfolutely 
the  firft  who  held  this  doftrine,  they  undoubtedly  mifan- 
dcrftoiid  it.  For  there  is  no  evidence  that  this  was  the  in- 
teniion  of  Eufebius.  Can  it  be  rationally  Xuppofed  that 
he  had  entirely  forgot  the  particular  notice  he  had  taken  of 
the  Ebionites  in  different  places,  or  what  he  had  faid  of  A- 
quila  *,  who  flourilhed  long  before  Theodotiis  ?  The  ancient 
hiflorian,  only  fays  tliat  "  Thcodotns  was  the  leader  and 
"  parent  of  this  God-denying  apoflacy."  The  Word  aiora- 
<na(  clearly  ihews  the  fenfe  of  the  writer.  He  does  not 
mean,  that  he  had  no  predecslTor  in  the  denial  of  the  de- 
ity of  Chriil ;  hut  that  he  was  the  firft,  in  communion  with 
the  church,  who  openly  dcpijrted  from  the  failh.  'Whtn  de- 
fcribing  the  Ebionitei,  he  does  not  charge  them  nitha^ 
Jlacy;  becaufe  they  were  never  confid^red  as  Chrilliaqil 
but  claffed  with  carnal  Jews.  He  referves  this  accuikis 
for  Theodotus,  It  may  denote  not  only  that  he  was  tht 
firft  who  himfelf  thus  apoftatized  from  the  true  faJlh,  after 
having  oricc  embraced  it ;  but  that  he  was  ibe  firft  wha 
/iii  others,  who  hud  alfo  been  church  members,  into  diti 
impious  Joflrine.  Therefore,  he  might  be  called  the  liat 
er  and  parent  of  this  apq/Iacy ;  becaufe  there  never  hwl 
been  a  party  of  Unitaiian  apoftates,  before  that  fonncd 
by  him. 

This  is  the  true  reafon  why  our  author  can  dilcem  no 
yeflige  of  Gentile  Unitarians,  in  a  ftate  of  fsparation  faun 
the  (Jatholic  church,  till  the  time  of  Theodoius,  "  whca," 
li;  fays,  "  it  is  pofiible  that,  upon  his  esc omniuoi cation, 
"  fo...e  of  his  more  zealous  followers  might  form  themfeK";i 
"  into  feparate  iocieties  (-."  Thence,  he  vainly  infers  tin 
they  were  allowed  to  continue  in  communion.  But  if  w: 
prefEf  the  teftimony  of  ancient  hiftory  to  the  unfupportt" 
fuppofitions  of  a  modem  writer,  wc  may  reft  alTiired  th:' 

•  E'jf  Hil!.  lib,  5.  c:  S.  j  Vol.iii.  p.  3j7. 
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the  dodrine  of  the  fimple  humanity  had  never  been  avowed 
bj  any  church-member  before  Theodotus. 

Eufebius  is  not  :alone.in  this  teftimony.  He  is  fupported 
by  that  of  TertuUian,  or  the  author  of  the  Addition  to  his 
Prefcripttons^  who  JGsiys  that  Theodotus,  "  after  being  ap- 
^*  prehende4  (by  the  civil  power)  for  the  name  of  Chrift, 
**  denied,  and  did  not  ceafe  to  blafpheme,  him.  For-he 
^*  introduced  that  dodrine,  according  to  which  he  alTerted 
*^  that  Chrift  was  merely  a  man,  and  denied  that  he ,  was 
**  God  ^•''  To  him  Epiphanius  alfo  feems  to  afcribe  the  ori« 
ein  of  this  do&rine,  as  avowed  within  the  church.  He  in- 
forms us,  that.Theodotus  invented  it  as'his  apology  for  deny- 
ing Chrift.  For  he  (aid  that  he  had  not  denied  God,  but  man. 
*^  Hence  he  perfifted  in  aiTerting  his  do£h*ine,  and  the  The- 
^^  odotians  bad  their  origin  from  bim^  affirming  that  Chrift  \^ 
**  a  mere  man  f .-'  Epiphanius,  indeed,  calls  the  herefy 
of  Theodotus  (aitoiriraurfM)  *'  a  branch  of  that  of  the  Alo' 
"  giJ*  But  he  does  'not  mean  that  the  former  originated 
from  the  latter.  For  he  extends  the  name  Alogi  to  Unita* 
rians  of  every  kind,  and  of  every  age.  Therefore,  he. 
might  csdl  the  Theodotian  herefy  a  branch  of  that^of  the 
Alogi,  although  he  knew  that  the  followers  of  Theodotus 
.  were  the  firft  Gentiles,  who  held  Chrift  to  be  a  mere  man. 
The  origin  of  this  doftrine  was  every  way  worthy  of  the 
dofirine  itfelf.  He  who,  from  fear  of  fuffermg,  had  de- 
nied the  Son  of  God^  was  prepared  for  being  the  parent 

and  leader  of  fuch  an  apojiacy*  * 

.  The 

*  Accedit  his  Theodotus  hsereticus  Byzantius,  qui  poftea  qukm  Chriili 
pro  nomine  comprehenfus  negavit,  in  Chrirhim  blafphemare  non  deftitit. 
Do<5lrinam  enim  introduxit,  qua  Chriftum  hominem  tantummodb  dice* 
ret,  Deum  autem  ilium  negaret.    De  Prsefcript.  c.  53. 

"j-  Eytsf/^sy  tfTAr;   ixwv    tSdyfAetrio^  ^oyfjiccp.  xm  01  «7r'  Avra  cvrx- 
54.  feft.  I. 
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The  appeal  made  by  the  anonymous  author  in  Eulelniit 
to  "  the  pfalma  and  hymna  written  by  the  feithfiil  from  tfu  I 
"  beginning,"  fliews  that  when  this  author  wrote,  they 
vere  well  known,  and  in  all  probiAilily  (till  ufed  in  tht 
church.  They  feem  to  have  been  the  fame  that  Pliny  al- 
judes  to,  in  his  epiflle  to  Trajan,  when,  after  giving  snu- 
eoimtcf  the  Chriilians,  he  fays ;  "  They  affirmed  that  this  wis 
"  the  amount  of  their  ciime  or  error,  that  they  were  wont 
"■  oa  A  certain  day  to  affcmble  before  it  waa  light,  and  lo 
"  fing  an  alternate  hymn  to  Chrift  as  God  •."  This  tw 
the  worit  that  the  very  apoflates  from  Chiiftianity,  to  whim. 
affirrnabanl  feems  to  refer,  could  fay  of  their  former  bre- 
thren. Bud  enough  too,  may  our  author  think.  For  as  tbty 
canied  matters  thus  far,  had  he  been  in  Pliny's  place,  wiii 
his  prefcnt  fcntiments,  he  would  not  have  palled  a  lels  fc- 
vere  cenfure  on  them,  than  that  heathen,  when  he  fpeaks  of 
their  fahh  and  worfbip  as  "  a  wicked,  and  Immodetate  fa- 
"  peritition  f." 

Dr  P.  produces  two  exceptions  to  the  argument  from  ifte 
ufe  of  thel'e  liymna.  The  futility  of  tJiefe  can  be  only  if- 
crihed  tD  the  badnels  oi  the  caufe.  "  No  inference,"  be 
bys,  "  can  be  Ikfely  drawn  &om  them,^  becaufe  dhhilf 
"  may  be  afcribed  to  perfons  in  very  different  fenfes,  and 
**  fomeof  them  Ter}- innocent  ones,  efpecially  in  the  lu- 
"  guage  o£  poetry  f."  That,  in  the  language  of  poetry, 
divinity 

.*  Affinnibint  autem  banc  fuifle  (iainnuiD  it\  cal|ie  Tuk,  *cI  errora, 
^uod  cITeLit  foliti  ftito  die  ante  lucem  ronvenire,  cirnenque  ChriOo  ^u- 
fi  Deo  dicere  tecum  uivictm.  Piin.  Epil'.  Ub.  lo.  ep.  97.  The  Ur 
{uige  uf  Plioy  a  iliaaft  1  commeuury  on  that  of  tlie  apultle  ;  Sfitbrj 
It -/aiir/tfvri,  at  among  yeurjctvu,  ihji  i>,  0Mt.lt  iitelber,  in  ffstmi  ai 
ijiHHi  mi  jfiritml  }'».gi,  Jingi'^g  imd  mMng  miliitj  a  jour  httrl  » 
the  Lord,  ^pb.  V.  19. 

f  Nihil  iliud  inieni,  quam  fuperilicionem  pmim  et  imnicdicam.  h 
biJ. 
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livinitj  hath  been  often  afcribed  to  the  creature,  will  not 
>e  refuied.     But  that  it  hath  been  as  often  impioufl  j  afcri^ 
>ed,  will  be  alfo  acknowledged  by  all  who  have  a  juft  fenfe 
}f  the  majefty  of  God.     The  quidiibet  audendt  of  a  heathen 
>oet  is  of  no  avail,  when  oppofed  to  the  language  of  the 
iupreme  Being ;  My  glory  will  I  not  give  to  another.     He 
)ath  at  times  deigned  to  dignify  creatures  with  fome  of  his 
lames  ;  but  always  with  refpeft  to  a  delegation  of  his  own 
uithority  to  them,  and  in  connexion  with  other  language 
sxpreffive  of  their  infinite  diftance.     At  any  rate,  God  may 
ife  a  freedom  with  his  own  names  or  titles,  which  we  have 
no  right  to  u(e.     Becaufe  fome  in  the  madnefs  of  their  poe- 
tical infpiration^  have  dared  to  deify  the  creature,  {hall  we 
fuppofe  that  the  primitive  Chriftians  thought  themfelves 
at  liberty  to  do  it  ?  Can  our  author  imagine  that,  in  com- 
pofing  their  iacred  hymns,  becaufe  they  were  **  the  lan- 
**  guage  of  poetry,"  they  would  celebrate,  as  Gody  one 
whom  they  believed  to  be  a  mere  man  ;  or  make  him  £he 
objed;  of  that  worfliip,  which,    they  knew,  belonged  to 
God  only  ?  Could  they  have  reckoned  all  this  very  inno' 
cent  /  If  this  w^  the  cafe,  Dr  P,  may  carry  his  account  of 
the  Corruptions  of  Chriftianity,  and  eipecially  of  the  intro- 
du^on  of  idolatry^  higher  than  he  has  hitherto  thought  of 
doing.    He  may  carry  it  b^ck  to  the  firft  aflemblies  of 
Chriftians. 

But  our  learned  author  fees  the  fame  objeS  in  very  oppo« 
fite  lights,  according  to  its  various  connexion.  When  the 
Unitarian  doflrine  is  not  immediately  in  his  eye,  he  feems 
to  have  the  ftri^eft  ideas  of  the  rights  of  deity.  Thus, 
when  fpeaking  of  the  latter  times  of  the  Gofpel,  he  fays  'r 
**  In  this  new  condition  of  the  world,  there  may  ftill  be 
*•  iingSf  but  they  will  be  no  longer  fovereigns^  or.fuprem$ 
f*  lords,  no  human  beings  to  whom  will  be  afcribed  fuch 
^*  titles  as  thofe  of  mojl  facred^  or  mojl  ^a^cellent  majejlyi' 

"  Ther* 
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"  There  will  be  no  more  fuch  a  profiuiatioii  o£  epithets,  be- 
^  longing  to  God  onl^,  by  the  application  of  them  to  mar- 
"  t3l»  Uke  ourfelves  *."  How  can  that  be  very  innocent  i« 
one  cafe,  which  13  profanation  in  another,  when  the  peribui 
concerned  arc  on  a  level  as  to  nature  ?  How  can  Jefus,  if  1 
human  being,  a  mortal  Hie  ourfilvcs,  be  the  objed  of  prai& 
at  God,  if  even  fuch  tilled  as  tht^fe  abovc-meotiooeii  bthnj 
to  God  only  ? 

He  further  fays  ;  "  As  to  the  antiquity  of  tliefe  hyniK, 
*'  as  the  hiftoriaa  has  not  mentioned  the  age  of  them,  it  it 
"  very  poffible,  for  any  thing  that  appears  to  the  cootru}, 
"  that  they  might  have  been  thofe  very  hymns  which  wen 
"  rejefted  by  Paulas  Satnofatenfis  on  account  of  their  iw 
"  velty."  The  hiftorian  has  mentioned  the  age  of  them 
in  the  mod  cxprefs  terms.  For  he  dates  them  frosi  (if 
iieginniii^.  This  is  far  ftronger  than  if  he  had  aJUgned  thcB 
lo  any  particular  year.  1  agree  with  Dr  P.  in  fuppding 
that  they  were  "  thofe  very  hymns  which  were  reje&d  | 
"  by  Paulu3."  The  Elillorian  gives  the  fame  defcription  rf 
them,  ui  his  account  of  ihis  heretic:  "  He  fet  afiiJe  the 
*'  pfalms  to  our  Lord  Jcfua  Chrilt,  as  if  they  had  beencom- 
"  pofed  in  later  times,  and  by  men  of  no  antiquity  f."  Bni 
is  his  rejetlion  of  ttiefe,  under  the  pretence  of  novelty,  tv»- 
lid  objeflion  to  their  antitiuity  ?  With  equal  propriety  mi^ 
we  fnftain  the  objcflions  of  infidels  lo  the  prophecies  of  Da- 
niel, bfc.  It  was  the  intereft  of  Paulua  to  make  this  pre- 
tence. His  fliocking  pride  was  one  feature,  in  whidi  lie 
difcovercd  fo  great  a  refemblance  of  the  father  of  a  li^ 
that  he  would  be  fanguine  indeed,  who  would  fabGnibcn 

•  Dr  Piltfllcj'i  Letters  lo  Mr  $iitke,  Lei,  (3.  p.  t^S. 
\  "fa^.ji.iitii   it   TH-  fit-,  »;  Tflt  Kijiii  11/1*1  Iflff-Bwi  Xgirro)  »«1 
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his  teftimonj.  For,  like  that  arch-rebel^  he  {bowed  the 
real  defiga  of  derogating  from  the  .honour  due  to  the  Son  o£ 
God.  When  he  prohibited  theib  pialms  addrefled  to  Je- 
fus,  he  *^  employed  women  to  fing  pfalms,  in  the  midft  of 
'^  the  churchy  in  honour  of  him&lf. — ^He  alio  permitted  the 
^*  bifhops  and  prefbytersy  who  were  his  fjcophantifli  adhe*. 
**  rents,  to  harangue  concerning  him  in  their  di(couries  to 
**  the  people."  Although  he  ^'  denied  that  the  Son  of 
**  God  had  defcended  from  heaven,  he  allowed  thofe  who 
<<  lung  the£e  pfalms,  and  preached  theie  difcourfes,  to  dq-: 
<<  clare  that  he  was  himielf  an  angel  fent  down  from 
«  heaven*." 

Whether,  therefore,  iball  we  believe  the  teftimonj  of 
!Eufebius,  or  of  this  man,  who  was  lifted  up  with  prided 
We  know  that  fuch  a  witnefs  is  reje&ed  by  the  Spirit  of 
God.  Beboldy  bisfottlj  which  is  lifted  upf  is  not  upright  in 
him.  The  queftion,  indeed,  concerning  the  antiquity  of 
thefe  pialms,  does  not  liis  between  Eufebius  and  Paulus  ; 
but  between  the  latter  and  all  the  biihops,  prefbyters  and 
others,  who  joined  in  his  condemnation.  For  the  paflage 
re&rred  to  is  an  extrad  from  the  fynodical  epiftle ;  as  ap- 
pears both  from  Eufebius,  and  from  Nicephorus  f  • 

Dr  P.'s  exception  to  Pliny's  account  is  equally  trifling. 
••  As  to  this  writer,"  he  lays,  "  if  he  had  been  told  that 
**  hymns  were  fung  by  Chriftians  in  honour  of  Chrift,  he 
^  would  naturally  imagine  that  they  were  fuch  hyums  as 
''  had  been  compoied  in  honour  of  the  heathen  gods,  who 
**  had  been  men."  Pliny's  own  ideas  cannot  a&ft  the  &&• 
He  was  not  a  man  who  aflc^ted  things  on  flight  grounds* 
He  examined  both  thofe  who  were,  and  thofe  who  had  been, 
Chriftians.  Whatever  notions  he  might  entertain  concern- 
ing 

♦  Euf.  Hift.  ibid. 

■«•  Euf.  Hift.  ibid,     ^'iceph.  lib.  6.  c.  30.  p.  4:^4.  425- 
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ingoiirXord,  he  undoubtedly  confidered  bim  as  theotiea 
of  religious  worfliip  to  his  followers.  He  was  fatis£ed.  if- 
ter  the  ftrifteft  inquiry,  that  they  fung  a  hymn  to  Chiil 
ai  God.     Whether  he  imatrlned  that  "  Chrift  was  confidcr- 

"  cd as  the  Sopreme  God,  or  as  a  pre-exiftent  Spirit,  ilit 

"  maker  of  theworld  under  God  ■,"  ia  nothing  to  the  pur- 
pofe. 

What  the  heathen  gods  harl  been,  is  of  little  avail.  Al- 
though it  {hould  he  fuppofed  that,  in  PUny's  idea,  thcfe 
hymns  were  fuch  as  had  been  compofed  in  honour  of  ik 
gods  1  it  would  not  alter  his  opinion  of  the  condu3  of  Chri' 
(Uans.  Whatever  Pliny,  or  others,  might  imagine  «tli 
refpeft  to  the  former  ftate  of  their  deities,  they  undoubted- 
ly knew  that,  as  thus  addrefled  in  facred  hymns,  they  iw« 
not  coalidered  as  any  longer  men,  but  as  gads. 


S  E  C  T  1  0  K     II.  ^^H 

Of  the  Excommumcalion  of  Tbeodotus  by  Vi3sr. 

T^R  P.  acknowledges  that  the  moft  plaufible  argumeat 
*-^  gainfl  the  antiquity  of  the  Unitarian  doilrine,  iidnm 
from  this  ciicumftance.  Therefore,  he  tries  every  im- 
thod,  which  ingenuity  can  fugged,  to  evade  the  force  of  it 
He  finds  himfelf  fo  much  at  a  lofe  with  this  argument,  »  i 
refls  on  the  evidence  of  antiquity,  that  he  firft  exprefo. 
wilh  "  that  we  had  a  few  more  particulars  conceming  !*» 
"  excommunication  +."  The  plain  meaoing  of  this 
oiur  author  wiihes  that  he  had  a  little  more  room  ht  ^ 
pliiftry,  as  he  is  determined  to  impofe  on  the  publit 
fuppoStions,  not  merely  where  there  is  no .  direS  evideiW- 

'  Vol.  iii.  p.  301.  t  'bid.  p.  3^3. 
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but  in  dired  ccmtradidtion  to  evidence  of  the  cleareft  kind, 
and  what  has  been  univerially  received  as  ftichi  during  the  . 
lapfe  of  many  centuries. 

Our  author  proceeds  ilrenuoufly  to  work  on  thofe  parti- 
culars he  has.    And  firft,  he  objeds  to  Eufebius  as  a  wit- 
neis.    It  feems  to  be  an  eftabliihed  precaution  with  our 
author,  to  enter  his  proteft  againft  the  teilimony  of  this  hi* 
ftorian,  before  he  ventures  to  give  him  a  hearing.     '*  Tt  is 
to  be  obferved,*'  he  iays,  '^  that  it  is  not  Cains,  the  writer 
quoted  by  £ufebia3,  who  fays  that  he  (Theodotus)  was 
excommunicated  on  y;count  of  his  being  an  Unitarian, 
^'  but  Eufebius  himfelf  *;  fo  that,  confidering  the  writer's 
*'  prejudices,  there  may  be  fome  room  to  doubt,  whether  he 
-  '^  was  excommunicated  on  that  account.*^    "jDie  quotation 
from  the  Greek,  to  which  Dr  P.  refers,  when  viewed  by 
itfelf,  does  not  determine  whether^  thefe  are   the  words  of 
Eufebius,  or  of  Caius.     But  viewed  in  connexion,  it  ap- 
pears that  they  belong  to  the  latter.     For  the  fentence  pre- 
'  ceding,  and  that  following,  are  undoubtedly  his ;  and  there 
is  not  the  leaft  intimation  that  the  quotation  is  interrupted* 
The  reference,  in  the  paffage  quoted,*  to  what  the  writer 
had  (aid  before,  (jc^  tpiv)  concerning  Vidor  as  the  perfon 
who  excommunicated  Theodotus,  proves  that  Caius  is  the 
fpcaker.     For  the  whole  narra'tive  of  this  fad  is  in  the  Ian- 
.guage  of  that  writer.     Eufebius,  in  his  own  perfon,  has  not 
'  laid  that  it  was  done  by  Viftor. 

But  though  thefe  were  the  words  of  Eufebius,  \%  could 
not  affeA  the  proof.  If  our  author  could  prove  that  he  was 
fo  much  under  the  power  of  prejudice  as,  in  other  inftances, 
to  give  a  falfe  (late men t  of  fa6b  refpeding  the  Unitarians, 
there  might  be  fome  plaufibility  in  this  exception.  But 
while  it  is  undeniable  that,  in  other  inftanees,  he  has  told 
the  truth,  it  muft  appear  to  any  itnpartial  judge,  that  here 

the 

■ 

•-Hift.  lib.  5.  c.  21,  p.  ?.52^ 
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the  objection  la  irrelevant.  All  that  can  be  proved  againll 
Eufehins  Ls,  that  he  had  a  very  bad  opinion  of  the  Uniw- 
rian  fyftem.  But  if  this  be  a  valid  obje£tion,  the  teftimooj 
of  none  ought  to  be  admitted,  who  were  not  friendJj  toiL 
For  all  honeft  Trinitarians,  though  they  may  differ  as  to  iIk 
manner  of  exrrefSng  themfelves,  according  to  their  pecu- 
liar tempers,  muft  have  the  fame  general  fentiments  of  ihe 
Unitarian  do^-ine.  Under  a  fimilar  pretence,  a  paond 
jniight  have  the  liberty  of  objeffing  to  any  witncls,  howeiet 
unexceptionable  his  character,  when  he  knew  thai  the  tvi- 
dence  of  this  witoefs  would  deeply  afFeft  his  caufe. 

But  howf  great  foever  the  prejudices  of  Eufebius  may  he 
fuppofed  to  have  been,  it  js  inconceivable  that  he  woiJii 
have  hazarded  his  charader  in  an  aSertion,  which,  if  ground- 
.Ids,  could  eafdy  have  been  difproved  by  his  enemies.  F« 
this  exccmrouuication  took  place  little  more  than  a  centmj 
before  he  wrote.  Could  he  hope  that  when  he  had  fo  kea- 
ly  oppofed  Marcellus  and  others,  they  would  tamely  fubnit 
to  a  falfe  accufation  fo  very  injurious  to  their  caufe.  Al 
though  it  could  be  proved,  that  thefe  were  tlie  words  of  En- 
febius  himfelf ;  all  the  reft  of  the  account,  given  by  Cwos 
is  incoherent  and  malapropos,  uulefs  we  uiiderfland  him  m 
meaning  that  Theodotm  was  excommunicated  merely  bt- 
caufe  of  his  Unitarian  principles. 

Theodore!,  in  his  teftimony,  confirms  what  we  Gnd  b 
Eufebius.  For  he  lays,  that  "the  moft  blefled  Viilor.lii- 
'.'  (hop  of  the  Romans,  excommunicated  Theodotus,  becanfe 
**  he  attempted  to  adulterate  the  decrees  of  the  church. '" 

Our  author  had  good  reafon  for  wiftiing  to  fet  afide  tt« 
evidence  of  Eufebius.  As  he  meant  to  avail  himfelf  ^ 
the  teftimony  of  ancient  Unitarians  to  the  antiquity  of  dieif 
do£h-ine,  it  was  the  moft  prudent  plan  previoufly  to  giw» 
finilhing  ftrokc  to  that  hiftorian.     For   the   palTage  referrtJ 
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to  contains  at!  exprefs  and  full  refutation  of  this  ve^y  claim. 
Hftving  thus  cleared  his  way,  Dr  P.  obferVcs ;  "  The  Uni- 
tarians, it  has  been  f^en,  faid  that  Vidior  favoured  their  doc- 
**  triiie."  But,  confcious  perhaps,  that  it  migjit  fairly  be 
replied,  that  there  is  at  leaft  as  great  reafon  to  objedi  to  this 
claim,  becaufe  of  the  prejudices  of  thefe  heretics  in  their  own 
favour,  as  to  the  teftimony  of  Eufebius,  becaufe  of  his  pre- 
judice againft  them ;  our  authot  wifely  provides  a  cham- 
pion to  fight  their  battles.  For  it  is  added  ;  —  "  and' 
"  this  we  find  afferted  in  the  Appendix  to  Tef  tullian's  trea- 
**  tife,  De  Prdfcriptione^  which,  whether  written  by  Tertiil- 
'*  lian  himfelf  or  not,  is  probably  a^  good  an  authority  as 
**  Euiebius.      He    fays,   that  after   the  two    Theodotus's 

*  Prazeas  introduced  his  hei*efy  into  Rome,  which  Viftori- 
'  nus  endeavouted  to  ftrengthen.  He  faid  that  Jefus  Chrift 
'  was  God  the  Father  omnipotent,  that  he  was  crucified,  fu£- 

*  fered  and  died,  He,  **  Viftorinus,  in  this  paflage,  Beau- 
**  fobre  fays,  it  is  agreed,  (hould  be  Viftor ;  and  it  cannot 
**  be  fuppofed  that  he  would  have  patronized  in  Praxeas  the 
**  fame  doflrine  for  which  he  had  before  .  excommunicated 
•*  Theodotus.  The  probability  therefore  is,  that  Th^odo- 
"  tus  was  excommunicated  on  fome  other  account  than  that 
•*  of  his  being  an  Unitarian  f.'* 

Dr  P.  certainly  feels  the  force  of  this  ipiritual  fentence ; 
or  he  would  not  be  fo  anxious  to  difprove  the  real 
grounds  of  it.  Although  the  affertibn  quoted  Ihould  be 
reckoned  a  fufficient  evidence  that  Vidor  fupported  Praxeas,  , 
ftill  it  is  tefufed  that  it  can  be  of  any  ufe  to  our  authot. 
Let  it  be  fiippofed  that  Victor  was  deceived  by  the  mode  of 
explication  adapted  by  Praxeas.  Yet  as  the  latcer  ftrenu- 
bufly  afferted  the  deity  of  Chrift,  will  it  foUoW  that  Viftot 
Vol.  II.  C  c  would 

*  Sed  poll  hos  omnes  etiam  Praxeas  qaidam  hserefim  introduzit>  quam 
Vii^orinus  corroborare  curavit,  3cc.    De  Praelcr.  ad  6a. 

t  Vol.  lit.  p.  304. 
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would  be  nowilJB  fliocked  at  the  doftrine  of  Theodotus,  who 
denied  that  he  was  more  than  man  ?  It  is  aftonilLing,  that  Dr 
p.  fiiotdd  prefume  fo  far  on  the  ftupidil  j  of  his  readers,  as  to 
imagine  that  they  will  give  bim  credit,  when  he  alTerts  that 
Viflor  would  thus  have  "  patronized  in  Praxeas  the  fame 
doftrine  for  which  he  had  excommunicated  Theodotus." 
Is  it  the  fame  thing  to  fay  that  Jefus  is  God,  and  that  he  is 
mere  man  ?  There  was  a  greater  difference  between  the  0- 
nitarianifin  of  Praxeas  and  Dr  P.'s,  than  there  is  between  the 
latter  and  that  of  Mahommed, 

But  TertoUian,  even  after  his  ajjoflacy  to  the  erroB  rf 
Montanus,  does  not  pretend  that  the  doflrinc  of  Praiws 
was  known,  when  his  teftimony  againll  the  MontaniAs  wss 
fo  favourably  received  by  the  Bifliop  of  Rome,  Thou^ 
we  (hould  fuppofe  that  the  addition  to  the  book,^  He  Pr«- 
fcrifitiortibus,  was  written  by  Tertullian,  and  that  ViQor  w» 
meant,  all  that  could  be  deiigned  by  the  reflection  cooccm- 
jng  him,  is,  that  by  his  kind  reception  of  Praxeas,  and  con- 
fidence in  him,  he  had  virtually  ilrengrhened  his  hands,  la 
tliis  view,  the  language  afcribed  to  Tertullian  contains  the 
fame  idea  eshibited  more  fully  in  his  work  againll  Praxeis, 
written  a^er  Tertullian  had  left  the  Catholic  church.  Therehe 
lays  that  Praxeas  "  prevailed  with  him  who  was  then  Bifix^ 
"  of  Rome,  who  had  already  acknowledged  the  prophecies  of 
"  Montanus, — to  recal  his  letters  of  peace  already  fent  fbrdi: 
"  — and  that  Praxeas  thus  got  two  pieces  of  the  devil's  wotk 
.  "  effeded  at  Rome;  as  he  expelled  prophecy,  and  introduced 
"  herefy ;  as  lie  baniflied  the  Paraclete,  and  crucified  the  Fa- 
"  iher"."  Tertullian,  while  a  member  of  the  Catholic  chuidi, 
would  not  be  fo  much  offended  at  Viflor,  But,  knowing  the 
fatal  ?nlluence  of  the  doflrine  of  Praxeas,  efpecially  in  A- 
frica,  even  then  he  might  believe  that  Victor's -attcntiaB  to 
bim,  in  other  rcfpefb,  was  a  virtual  fupport  to  his  herelj^ 
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He  muft  have  known,  however,  that  Vidor,  when  he  en- 
couraged  Praxeas,  was  a  ftranger  td  his  herefy. 

But   as   Praxeas  boafted  of  .his  imprifonment    for  the 

.fake   of  Chrift,   it  is  highly  probable   that,    when  after- 

wards  difiufing  his  errors,  he  would  avail  himfelif  of  the 

confidence  that  Viftop  had  put  in  him,  and  even  pretend 

that  he  was  ho  enemy  to  his  fyftem.     Could  I  believe  that 

-Tertullian  himfelf  was  .the  author  of  this  refledion,  I  would 

reckon  it  very  likely  that  it  was  aH  the  foundation' which 

the  Artemonites  had,  for  pretending  that  Vififcor  favoured 

their  dodrine. 

It  is  the  general  opinion,  however,  that  this  catalogue  was 
added  to  die  work  of  Tertullian,  after  the  time  of  Jerom  *• 
It'^is,  indeed,  highly  improbable,  that  Tertullian  who  wrote 
a  book  againft  Praxeas,  or  that  any  one  refiding-in  Africa, 
where  his  herefy  had  difiufed  itfelf  fo  much,  ihould.fpeak 
of  him  as  Praxeas  quidam^  one  Praxeas.  But  will  any.  im- 
partial perfon,  who  believes  that  this  addition  was  made  by 
an  Unitarian  writer,  after  the  age  of  Jerom,  thinlc  "  that  it 
•*  is  probably  as  good  an  authority  as  Eufebius  ?*'  It  feems 
moft  natural  to  fuppofe  that  this  writer,  whoever  he  was, 
ba^  borrowed  the  r^fledion  from  what  Tertullian  had  faid 
of  the  Bifhop  of  Rome,  in  the  paifage  quoted  from  his 
work  againft  Praxeas  f .  This  feems  highly  probable  from 
that  writer's  erring  as  to  the  name  of  the  Biihop,  as  Tertul- 
lian had  not  mentioned  it. 

But  can  a  general  refledion  of  this  kind,  concerning  one 
•who,  if  he  was  Biihop  of  Rome,, is  mifhamed,  counterba- 
lance the  dired  teftimony  of  Caius  and  Eufebius  to  his  or- 

C  c  2  thodoxy  ? 

*  Cave  Hid.  Lit  vol.  i.  p.  5p. 

f  Nam  idem  tunc  Epilcopum  Romanum  agnofcentem  jam  prophetias 
l^ontani,-*— coegit  et  literas  pacis  revocare  jam  eiriifTas. — Ita  duo  nego- 
tia  diaboli  I'raxeas  Romz  procaravit,  propbetiam  expuiit,  et  hsereilm  in- 
tulit ;  Paracletam  fugavit,  tt  Patrem  cracifixit.    Adv.  Praz.  c.  i, 
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thodoxy  ?  We  *are  alfo  certain  that  Irenscus  held  comma- 
i  with  Viflor.  This  appears  froih  the  circumftano:  of 
Irentevis  writing  to  him  in  the  name  of  the  churches  of 
G  ul,  and  exhorting  him  not  to  break  up  communion  wi4 
ihem  and  otliers,  becaiife  of  their  diSererice  as  to  the  timerf 
obferving  Eailer  •■  But  would  Irepaaus  have  courted ,  hii 
fcllowlhip,  had  he  known  him  to  be  an  avowed  friend  w 
what  he  accounted  hereiy  ? 

On  the  whole,  it  ia  evident  that  nothing  certain  can  be 
inferred  from  this  teltimony.  ITie  difTerence  of  the  duds 
E  powerful  objedlion  than  the  prejudice  attributed  to 
Eufebius.  Our  author  cannot  prove  that  another  perl'oo,  of 
whom  all  other  accounts  are  now  loft,  is  not  here  meaol. 
.There  is  nothing  in  the  language  of  this  anonymous  wriltft 
L^hich  fhews  that  it  lefpeds  a  Bifliop,  of  Kome,  or  raj odkS 
J  whatfoever. 

Dr  P.  nest  obferves  that  the  excommunication  of  Tlso- 
doCus  "  as  an  Unitarian,  is  not  confiftent  with  that  geneni 
"  prevalence  of  the  Unitarian  doflrine  in  the  time  of  TtrtjJ- 
"  iian  (which  was  alfo  that  of  Vidor)  which,"  he  fajs,  "w 
"  have  feen  that  Tertullian  esprefsly  afTerts."  It  is  nal,  bJwi 
tenjijient  with  that  gcneiral  prevalence-  fuppofed  :  and  there- 
fore, we  are  perfuaded.is  Dr  P.  fo  anxious  to  diiprovelhtnal 
reafon  of  this  anathema.  The  reader,  we  hope,  is  convinced 
that  tile  Doctor  Fails  in  his  proof,  not  from  Tertullian  onlj. 
but  from  the  otKer  writers  introduced.  Therefore  no  coo- 
clufion  from  it  can  be  admitted. 

But  as  if  he  knew  that  he  was  venturing  on  an  inlicut 
ground,  when  attacking  the  credit  of  Eufebius,  he  is  wil- 
ling ts  compound  matters.  He  will  give  up  EidebiosM 
the  orthodox,  if  they  will  give  him  Tertullian.  "  Ho»- 
"  eviT,"  he  fubjoins,  "  the  accouot  of  Eufebius,  though  ia- 
"  probdble,  may  be  admitted  without  denying  that  irf  1"- 
« tnJlia, 
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**  tollian,  ivhen  the  circumftances  attending  them  ace  dulj 
**  confidered."  What  are  thefe  circumftances  ?  '*  Tertul- 
**  lian  lived  in  Africa,  where  there  feems  to.  have  been  a 
'*  greater  inclination  for  the  Unitarian  do£lrine  than  there 
^  was  at  Rome ;  as  we  may  colleft  from  the  remarkable 
^  popularity  of  Sabellius  in  that  country^  and  other  circum* 
**  ^  ftances."  What  thele  are,  we  are  left  to  conjeSure  •  He 
cain  make  nothing  of  the  only  one  mentioned.  •  For  Sabel- 
liiiks  did  not  make  his  appearance  for  more  than  half  a  cen- 
tnry  after  the  excommunication  of  Theodotus :  and  our  ai|« 
thor  proves  nothing,  unleis  he  can  fhew  that  thofe  who  fol- 
lowed Sabellius  denied  the  deity  of  Chrift.  Befides,  as  the 
churches  of  Rome  and  Africa  were  then  in  a  ftate  of  inti- 
mate fellowfhip,  we  muft  infer  that  whatever  was  done  at 
Rome,  was  approved  by'  the  African  church ;  unleis  the 
contrary  can  be  clearly  demonfirated. 

But  Dr  P.  inadvertently  difcovers  a  remarkable  defeft  in 
his  fyftem,  of  the  Unitarian  being  the  univerfal  do6frine  of 
the  chmxhy  in-the  earlieft  ages.  "  There  feems  to  have 
•*  been  a  greater  inclination  for  it,"  he  iaysj'  in  Africa,  **  than 
**  at  Rome.**  How  does  he  account  for  this  ?  Was  not 
the  church  of  Rome  planted  in  the  apoftollc  age  ?  Was  fhe 
not  vifited  by  Apofiles  ?  Whence  then  this  relu6lance  to  the 
apojlolic  doftrine  ?  Will  he  give  us  leave  to  fuppofe  that, 
as  ihefaitb  of  this  church  was  fpokin  of  throughout  the  whole 

tvorld*9  (he   had  hitherto  retained  it  more  ftedfaftly  than 

• 

ibme  other  churches,  that  never  had  fo  high  sLcharafter  ? 

But  though  the  Do&or  fhould  be  obliged  to  relinquiih  his 
objedions  to  the  character  of  Eufebius  as  a  witneis,  he  is 
determined  to  make  good  another  attack.  For  he  inrnie-. 
diately  tmns  his  arms  againft  Vidor  himfelf.  **  We  fbould 
«*  likewife  confider,"  he  lays,  "  the  peculiarly  violent  cha- 
"  rafter  of  Viftor^  who  was  capable  of  doing  what  few  o- 

C  c  3  «*  thers 
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"  there  would  have  attempted,  being  the  &ine  perfoa  who 
"  excommunicated  all  the  iTaftern  churches,  becaiife  they  did 
*'  not  obferve  Eafler  at  the  fame  time  that  the  Weftem  chnrcbe 
*1  did  ■,  for  which  he  was  much  ceDfure'd  by  many  bijfaopi 
"  even  in  the  weft." 

This  is  indeed  a  fufficient  proof  of  the  violence  of  Vic- 
tor IrensEUi,  and  the  many  bifbops  who  cenfured  his  coo- 
dn3.  conliilered  it  as  fuch.  But  the  proper  quedioQ  is,  Wu 
the  eicommunication  of  Theodotns  viewed  in  the  (amc 
light  ?  Do  we  find  the  Afiatic  biihops  employing  Polycn- 
les,  to  teftify  their  difepprobation  of  this  fentence,  as  tlwj 
did  with  refpect  to  the  other  ?  Or  did  Irenseusa  ddrtis  him 
on  this  fubjed,  in  the  name  of  the  biQiops  of  Gaul,  as  be  un- 
doubtedly did  with  refpeft  to  Eafter?  Did  other  churdw 
adiiiit  rheodotus,  notwjthftanding  Vigor's  fulminaiion  ;  ai 
we  know  that  they  disregarded  it  in  the  other  ioAance  \  So 
far  is  [hi'i  froiu  being  the  cafe,  that  his  followers  were  uoi- 
verfally  accounted  heretics,  and  called  by  his  name;. 

The  violence  of  Viflor's  charatler  proves  more  than  D' 
P.  wilhes.  For  if,  us  has  been  pretended,  he  favoured  he- 
retical Unitarianifni,  he  would  undoubtedly  have  excommu- 
nicated all  who  oppof  d  it.  If,  on  the  other  hand  he  «»* 
flfidly  orthodox,  had  Unitarian  principles  prevailed  as  mncb 
as  our  author  imagines,  the  man  who  excommLinicatcd  thofe 
churches  who  difiered  from  him,  nierely  concerning  the 
day  of  Eafter,  would  certainly  have  pointed  liis  anaihemi 
againft  all  who  oppofed  his  doftrinc  in  a  matter  of  unfpeaL- 
ably  greater  importance.  Would  fo  peculiarly  viohtit  a  ma 
account  it  an  immaterial  difference,  that,  according  to  bii 
particular  view,  whulever  it  was,  either  wfto  joii  were  in- 
troduced hy  fome,  or  thai  thofe  perfons,  whom  the  chcrcb 
bad  always  adored  aa  divine,  were  blafphemcd  by  others? 

Dr  P.  has  thought  of  another  plan  of  weakening  the  fort* 

pf  this  fentence.     "  Such  an  excommunlcaticn  as  thii,"lK 
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lays,  **  was  b j  no  means  the  fame  thing  with  cutting  a  per- 
''  fon  off  from  communion  with  any  particular  church 
^'  with  which  he  had  been  ufed  to  communicate.  Theodo- 
**  tus  was  a  ftranger  at  Rome."  '  This  is  one  of  the  many 
du&ile  arguments  employed  by  this  learned  writer,  which 
wiU  turn  either  way.  It  Vi  more  forcible,  when  reverfed. 
Had  Theodotus  been  excommunicated  by  a  church  of  which 
he  had  been  long  a  member,  as  his  principles  muft  have 
been  well  known,  and  his  opportunity  of  difiufing  them 
greater ;  it  would  have  been  a  far  more  dubious  proof  of 
their  being  generally  offensive.  But  as  he  was  excommuni* 
cated'at  Rome,  where  he  was  a  ftranger,  had  moft  probably 
refided  for  a  fliort  time  only,  and  during  this^ad  little  op- 
portunity of  making  profelytes,  it  is  evident  that,  in  this 
early  age,  the  Catholic  church '  held  Unitarian  opinions  in 
the  greateft  abhorrence. 

"  But  it  is  very  poflible,"  Dr  P.  fubjoins,  "  that  the  body 
^  of  the  Chriilian  church  did  not  intereft  themfelves  in  the 
**  affair ;  the  bifbop  and  his  clergy  only  approving  of  it." 
This,  I  fuppofe,  is  becaufe  Theodotus  was  a  flranger :  and 
it  is  evidently  with  a  defign  to  retain  the  common  peofle^  c- 
ven  at  Rome,  on  the  Unitarian  fide  of  the  queition.  But 
ihonld  another  fay,  **  As  Theodotus  was  a  ftranger,  it  is 
«  very  poifible  that  he  was  excommunicated,  becaufe  his 
**  principles  gave  great  offence  to  the  church  in  general  •," 
thp  one  pojjtbility  will  be  fully  as  good  as  the  other.  In- 
deed, as  there  is  no  evidence  that  ITieodotus  formed  a  par- 
ty at  Rome,  and  not  the  leafl  inimuation  that  the  laity  were 
offended  at  the  fentence ;  it  is  a  ftrong  prefumption  tliat, 
in  this  inftance,  they  imiverfalJy  approved  of  the  conduA  of 
the  clergy. 

Dr  P.'s  reafon  for  fuppofing  that  the  clergy  alone  appro- 
ved, contains  a  very  important  conceffion  in  favour  of  the 
antiquity  of  Trinitarian  principles.     "  For  I  j^adily  grant," 
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he  fays,  "  that  though  there  were  fome  learned  Unttarisns 
"  in  all  the  earl;  ages'  of  Chriflianity,  the  majority  of  flw 
"  clergy  were  not  fo,"  The  llmaure  of  this  fcntenct  is 
fiich,  that  [hefe  words,  all  the  early  agei  extead  to  the  nega- 
tioD  in  tlie  lall  claufe,  as  well  as  lo  the  preci.dmg  affirmaliou. 
I  fuppofe,  however,  that  the  Doctor  did  not  mean'  to  incliuie 
the  apoflolic  a^e. 

He  adds,  "  Theodotus — was  a  man  of  fcience,  and  is  &U 
*'  by  the  Unitarians  to  have  been  well  received  by  ViOw 
"  at  lirft  ;  fo  that  it  is  very  poffible  that  the  latter  might 
"  have  been  inftigaCed  to  what  he  did,  by  fome  quarrel  be- 
"  tween  them,  of  which  we  have  no  account."  Here  none 
of  the  proofs  are  produced  by  which  thefe  Unitarians  mi^ht 
attempt  to  verify  their  aflertion.  It  will  bynoiDcmsa- 
gree  with  the  mofl  ancient  accounts  of  the  reafon  of  Theo- 
dotus going  to  Rome.  Epiphanius  tefUlies,  that  having  de- 
nied Chrifl  in  his  own  country,  when  in  danger  of  fufferinj 
for  him,  he  was  fo  alliamed,  that  he  could  ftaj  no  lodges 
there,  but  fled  to  Rome  ;  that  being  known  by  fome  prf- 
fons  therL-,  he  fell  under  the  fame  difgrate,  and  that  whtn 
aflted,  how  a  man  of  fuch  knowledge  had  denied  the  tnith. 
he  devifed  this  as  his  apology,  that  he  h.iA  not  denied  GotI, 
but  man  '.  Dr  P.  inJinuates,  xhaxjealouj^  might  be  Vic- 
tor's motive.  But  he  muft  be  credulous  indeed,  who  oa 
believe  that  the  Bifliop  of  Rome  was  jealous  of  a  poor  fu- 
gitive, who  had  abjured  Chriilianity,  and  who  was  aihanKd 
to  be  known. 

It  feems  to  be  tme,  as  Dr  P.  obferves,  that  '*  there  u  no 
"  inllimce  of  any  perfon  having  been  ejccommunicattJ 
*'  for  being  an  Unitarian  before  Theodotus."  For  the 
Jcwilh  Unitarians  wtie  never  conlidered  as  belonging  to  the 
church.  But  he  adds  ;  "  Had  the  univcrfal  chureh  bet« 
V  Trinitarian  from  the  beginning,  would  not  tlie  firlf  I'oiu- 

"  titSL, 
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^*  riansy  the  firft  broachers  of  a  doftrine  fo*  exceedingly  of^ 
*'  feniive  to  them,  as  in  all  ages  it  has  ever  been,  have  ex« 
^<  perienced  their  utmofl  indignation,  alid  have  been  expelled 
•*  from  all  Chrillian  focieties  with  horror  ?     We  cheerfully 
admit  our  authpr's  cdnclufioh,  but  on  prexfiifes  very  diffe- 
rent  from  his.     But  it  may  be  previoufly  oblerved  that  by 
this  fingle  itroke^  he  cuts  that  Gordtan  ^  knot  which  he  has 
becQ  at  fo  great  pains  10  tie.  As  he  feels  himfelf  much  embar- 
raffed  by  the  known  orthodoxy  of  almoft  all  the  early  writers    . 
after  the  apoftolic  age,  a  great  part  of  his  preceding  labour 
is  meant  to  prove  that  Juitin,  and  the  fathers  who  followed 
hin^,  did  Lpt   reckon  the  Unitarian  dodrine  herefy.     He 
has  evidently  felt  himfelf  as  much  embarraffed  in  the  proo^ 
as  by  the  £aA  which  it  is  meant  to  oppoie.    This  appears 
from  the  ftrange  ihifts  he  has  been  reduced  to.  But  though  he 
has  wafied  fo  much  labour  in  attempcing  to  ihew  that  thefe  . 
Fathers  were  mild,  peaceable  and  moderate  men,  who  had 
no  objeSion  to  the  moft  intimate  fellowihip  with  thofe  who 
blafphemed  him  whom  they  worfhipped  as  God  9  the  truthj 
after  being  fo  long  kept  under,  at  length  breaks  out  (b  fqr« 
cibly  as  to  hurry  along  with  it  a  redoubled  declaration  pf 
nniveriality,  with  refpeft  to  the  offence  given  by  the  Unita^ 
nan  doSirine.     *^  In  all  ages  it  has  ever  been-r-fo  exceeding- 
**  ly  offenfive  to"  Trinitarians  as  to  provoke  *'  their  utmoift 
*'  indignation,"  and  expofe  its  friends  to  the  certainty  of 
being  *'  expelled  from  all  Chriftian  focieties  with,  horror." 
Is  this  th^  great  refpefl  with  which  it  was  treated  even  by 
the  keeneft  patrons  of  the  Trinitarian  fyftem  ? 

Our  author  cannot,  difen tangle  himf^plf  by  pretending^ 
that  the  violence  of  individuals  was  checked  by  the  circum- 
ftance  of  the  majority  being  Unitarians.  For  he  has  alfo 
granted  that ''  though  there  were  fome  learned  Unitarians 
■*  in  a// the  early  ages,  the  majority  of  the  clergy  were  not 
\\  fo  i"  and  admitted  that  the  clergy  of  Rome  approved  of 

the 
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the  excommimication  of  Theodosia.  He  has  llkewUe  af-  I 
ferted  that  ihe  inajori(y  of  the  common  people  were  Unit*.  , 
nana,  lor  more  than  a  century  after  the  age  of  Viflot, 
Therefore,  as  the  clergy  of  Rome  approved  of  the  eicom- 
muuication  of  Thepdotui,  though  the  majority  of  the  com-  | 
mon  people  arc  fuppoled  to  have  adhered  to  his  principles; 
if,  as  Dr  P.  grants',  the  majority  of  the  clergy  were  Trini- 
tarians in  former  ages  ;  if  alfo  the  oppolite  doftrine  was, 
ajhe  aflerts,  "  in  all  ages  fo  exceedingly  ofienfive  to"  fueh; 
the  Unitarianifm  of  the  common  people-  would  have  be« 
no  greater  obftacle  to  the  Trinitarian  clergy  in  the  prece- 
ding age,  than  it  was  in  that  of  Viflor.  Their  horror,  sc- 
cording  to  our  author's  principles,  muft.have  been  the  fame 
then  as  afterwards.  Picuharty  violent  as  Vidlor  was  in  one 
caufe,  there  is  another  in  which  he  dots  not  feem  to  h"*( 
exceeded' his  brethren  in  violence.  For,  in  this  relpc^i 
common  fpirit  is  afcribed  to  Trinitarians  in  all  agtt. 

Becaufe  Theodotiis  was  the  firft  who  was  excommuiiio- 
ted  for  bting  an  Unitarian,  our  author  concludes  Ihat  the  u- 
niverfal  church  was  not  Trinitarian  from  the  bcgbning. 
But  according  to  his  own  principles  already,  coniidered,  ibe 
reverfe  is  the  native  inference.  For  the  majority  of  the 
clergy  being  Trinitarians  before  this  period,  they  being  reff 
equally  offended  at  the  contrary  doflrine,  and  paiFing  their 
cenfures  without  regard  to  the  common  people;  it  mufl 
unavoidably  follow  that,  had  any  broached  this  dodrinc, 
they  would  have  "  experienced  their  utmoft  indignation. 
"  and  been  expelled  from  all  Chriftian  focieties  witb 
*'  horror."  Therefore,  according  to  the  Doflor's  own  prin- 
ciples, we  mud  conclude  that  Theodoius  was  the  "  fii2 
"  broacher"  of  this  doftrinc  within  the  pale  of  the  church, 
or  i.-i  tife  words  of  Eulebius,  '*  the  leader  and  pareni  i 
"  this  God-denymg  apoltacy." 

I     .  SEC- 
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A  Review  of.  the  SeBion  entitled^  Of  ihe  part  taken  by 
the  Laity  in  the  Excommunication  of  the  Early  Uni" 
iarianSf  and  other  confiderations  relating  to  the  fub* 

**  TT  is  particularly  rem^kable/'  Dr  P.  obferves,  "  that 
^  we  read  of  none  of  the  laity  having  been  excommuni- 
cated on  account  of  their  Unitarian  principles,  which  they 
**  were  well  known  to  hold.  And  whenever  any  of  the 
"  biihops  were  depofed  on  this  account,  it  is  alfo  remark- 
'^  able  that  the  common  people  appear  to  have  been  their 
'*  friends.  None  of  the  laity  were  excommunicated  along 
^*  with  Noetus,  about  A.  D.  220,  with  Sabellius,  about 
^'  A.  D.  2j  jy  Paulus  Samo&teniisy  A.D.  269,  or  l^hodnus, 
"  A.  D.  344  V 

From  the  firfi  of  thefe  remarkable  circumftances,  our  au- 
thor would  moft  probably  wiih  to  infer,  either  that  the  Uni- 
tarian herefy  was  not  reckoned  fo  bad  as  fonie  others,  or 
that  the  number  of  its  friends  was  fo  great,  that  the  coun- 
cils durft  not  venture  to  extend  their  cenfures  to  .the  laity. 
There  is  no  ground  for  the  firil  inference,  becauie,  in  their 
.fynodical  a£b,  they  expreis  their  horror  at  that  dodrine  in 
the  ftrongeft  terms,  as  if  every  error  and  blafphemy  were 
.concentrated  in  it.  The  fecond  muft  appear  equally  ground- 
f  leis,  unlets  it  can  be  proved  that  it  was  the  general  cuflom 
of  councils,  in  the  condemnation  of  herefiarchs,  to  particu- 
larize thofe  of  the  laity  who  adhered  tg  them.  I  have  not 
met  with  any  evidence  of  this  having  been  the  cafe.  The 
overfeers  of  the  flock  feem  to  have  thought  that  it  was  e* 

noUghy 
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BOUgb,  at  firft,  to  finglc  out  the  wolves  who  fou^t  their 
definition.     They  might  reckon  themfelves  bound  ia  dii-  ' 
rity  to  fuppofe  that  the  laity  were  deceived   by  their  feUe  I 
^    teachers  ;  and  that  nothing  more  was  required  of  them,  in  ' 
Ac  firft  inflancs,  than  to  teftify  their  fenfe   of  this,  by  (i^  | 
priving  thcfe  teachers  of  their  official  charafler,  and  of  com- 
munion with  the  thurch.     It  might  appear   that,  if  they  ] 
profectited  all  who  adhered  to  an  heretical  teacher  before  be 
had  been  formally  ejefted,  they,  by  their   feverity,  might 
provoke  many  to  go  a  much  greater  length  than  they  otbtr- 
wife  would  have  done.     Before  his  condemnation,  it  muft 
alfo  have  been  difficult  to  difcover,  who  were  his  proper 
abettors.     How  great  foever  his  herefy,  the  church   could 
not  with  propriety  condemn   any  for  fubmittmg  to  •his  mi- 
niftrations,  while  he  ivas  not  yet  deprived  of  his  ftiii%Bft 
by  thofe  who  alone  had  the  right  of  jndging  him. 

They  feem  alfo,  in  their  fenlences,  to  have  dcncnuHxd 
an  anathema  againft  all  wSo  adhered  to  the  feniimcnis  rf 
the  condemned  herefiarch  ;  though  without  particolaniing 
names.  Thus,  they,  pmpofed  a  teft,  by  which  it  wouH 
foon  appear,  whether  the  laity  had  been  deluded  by  the  am- 
biguous espreflions  and  falTc  reprefentationa  of  their  comipt 
teachers,  or  were  really  attached  to  their  errors,  when 
plainly  unfolded.  If  they  adhered  to  the  Catholic  church, 
after  the  ejeftion  of  a  heretic,  it  was  to  be  concluded  that 
they  abjured  his  doSrine.  If  they  preferred  his  miaifln- 
tions,  they  renounced  the  doctrine  and  authority  of  ihc 
ehinch,  and  were  thenceforth  treated  as  heretics.  As  the 
ancients  would  not  excommunicate  the  fiunder  of  a  herefr. 
without  previous  admonitions,  they  could  not,  according  to 
this  rule,  proceed  againft  his  followers,  till  they  had  bna 
firft  admoniihed  by  means  of  his  condemnation.  Auguliiw 
did  not  reckon  him  a  heretic,  who  adhered  to  the  Phof- 
nian  doilrine,  believing  it  to  be  that  of  the  Catholic  churcn, 
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having  been  baptized  in  this  communion ;  unle£;  he  per- 
lifted  in  his  error,  after  it  had  been  manifefted  to  him  that 
the  Catholic  church  held  Uvs  oppofite  do&rine  *.  As  £boa 
as  any  one  iiibmitted  to  the  miniftrations  of  an  excommu^ 
nicated  heretic,  he,  in  con&quence  of  the  general  anathema, 
and  of  bringing  himfelf  under  the  laih  of  it  b j  leaving  the 
comm -rnion  of  the  church,  was  accounted  ipfo  faBo  excom* 
xnunicated  :  and  thus  there  was  no  abfolute  neceifitj  for  pro- 
nouncing the  fentence  on  him.  in4ividuallj« 

It  {eems  to  have  been  cuftomarjr  with  councils,  when  thejr 
excommunicated  falfe  teachers,  to  publiih  a  confef&on  of  their 
faith,  extending  their  anathema  to  all  who  adhered  to  the 
herefj. 

But  though  we  do  not  obferve  that  ancient  hiftorians  ia 
general  have  mentioned  the  excommunicsltion  of  particular 
laymen,  in  confequence  of  their  attachment  to  heretical  teach- 
ers, we  may  iafely  prefume  that  fuch  were  often  formaUy 
excommunicated.  For  according  to  one^  of  the  Apoftolical 
Canons,  if  any  clergyman,  or  layman,  went  into  a  fyna- 
gogue  of  Jews  or  heretics,  to  pray,  he  was  to  be  depoled  or 
excommunicated  f.  Now,  thefe  canons  are  generally  ad- 
mitted, as  giving  a  juft  account  of  the  difcipline  of  the  churd^ 
in  the  fecond  and  third  centuries. 

But  why  all  this  demur  with  refpeft  to  the  exconimuni- 
cation  of  laics,  or  the  part  taken  by  them  in  the  excommu* 

3  nicatioQ 

*  Conftituamus  duos  ali<}aos  ifto  modo,  noum  eonim  verbi  gratia,  id 
ientire  de  Chrifto  quod  Photinas  opinatfts  eft,  et  in  ejus  hzrefi  baptizari 
extra  JLcclefiae  Catbolicz  communionem :  alium  vero  hoc  idem  fentire, 
fed  in  Catholica  baptizari,  eziftimantem  iilam  efie  Catholicam  fidem. 
lilum  nondum  hsereticum  dico,  nifi  manifellata  fibi  do^rina  Catbolice 
fidei  refidere  maluerit,  et  illud  quod  tenebat  elegerit.  Aug.  de  Baptiim. 
lib.  iv."  c.  16. 

7ixuf  7r^«<T«t/|a«r^a/,   Kx6u^uff6u  K»i  A^€gtfea^«f.      Can*  G^»      Patf* 
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nication  of  heretical  teachers  ?  It  is  meant  to  ward  oflF  m 
important  gbjeaioti.  Tttb  the  Doflor  does  not  (late,  in  die 
prefent  fcfSon.  But  it  is  founded  on  the  certainty  of  d 
the  Unitarian  teachen  of  anj  note  having  been  excommii- 
nicated.  He  hopes  to  avert  the  force  of  tliis  objeSion,  jf 
he  can  make  it  appear  that  none  of  the  flock  fuffered  wi* 
them,  or  that  they  did  not  formally  approve  of  the  fcn- 
teijce.  Though  there  were  no  evidence  of  either  of  thtfc 
circumtlances,  the  ohjeflion  would  not  be  removed.  But  let 
OS  attend  to  what  is  offered  as  proof. 

*'  None  of  the  laity,"  he  fays,  "  were  excoramcnicatnl 
"  along  with  Noetus."  But  certainly,  he  has  haujded 
this  aflertion,  without  examining  whether  it  had  any 
foundation.  Epiphanins  fays  that  Noetas,  being  fcn- 
moncd  before  the  Prefbytery  of  Ephefus,  at  firft  denied 
the  hcrefy  laid  to  his  charge;  but  that  afterwards,  whoi 
he  had  joined  about  ten  others  to  himfelf,  he  openly  diffr 
minated  his  dotb-ine.  "  Then,"  he  adds,  "  tliefe  lame 
"  Preibyters  fumnioned  him.  and  alfo  his  adherenD  befoR 
"  them  i— and  ::s  he  perfifted  in  his  opinion,  they  call  him, 
"  and  at  the  fame  timt,  bis  dijcipkt,  out  of  the  church  •■" 
There  is  every  reafon  to  think  that  thefe  were  laymen.  Thus 
we  have  a  very  early  inftancc  of  a  general  e.tcommuni- 
cation. 

Dr  P.  aflerts  the  fame  thing  with  refpefl  to  Sabclliffi. 
Whether  any  of  the  iaity  were  excommunicated  at  the  ^iw 
time  with  him.  ive  cannot  fay.  But  Dionyfius,  writing  to 
Xyilus,  cotRernlng  the  Sabellian  herefy,  informs  him  ih»t 
the  rule  which  he  had  received  from  his  blefled  predeeeffa 
HeradiS. 


J,  fli;    ..   a^.„  pj 

aGiUB'ii    w^',eTia>iFaiiLin.i    atn^i  n, 

r95i.(!m(-auT»    ^ 
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Heradas,  was,  that  **  thofe  who  returned  from  herefies^ 
having  apoftatized  from  the  church,  and  even  fuch  as  did 
not  apdlatize,  but  who,  while  thej  feemed  to  be  of  the 
^^  fame  mind  with  their  brethren,  fecretly  reforted  to:  anjr 
^'  of  the  £dfe  teachers,  were  caft  out  of  the  church,  and 
^*  not  received  again,  notvirithftanding  manjr  intreaties,  un« 
^'  til  they  openly  declared  all  that  they  had  heard  from  the 
'*  adverferies  ♦."  No  one,  who  reads  this  paflage,  can 
ioubt,  whether  the  lay-^hereots  of  Sabellius  wefe  ezcom- 
municated.  It  deferves  our  notice,  that  this  herefy  had 
xs  rife,  and  chiefly  prevailed  in  Ptolemais,  one  of  the  ci* 
ies  of  Pentapolis  in  Libya  f .  Dionyfius,  being  Bifhop  of 
f^lexandria,  muft  therefore  have  been  well  acquainted  with 
urcumftances.  Indeed,  the  ckiurches  of  that  province  were 
inder  the  care  of  Dionyfius,  by  reafon  of  the  patriarchal  au- 
JioriQr  of  die  fee  of  Alexandria  (. 

I  da  not  know  that  any  of  the  laity  were  excommuni- 
rated  with  Paulus  Samoiatenfis.  But  unl^  the  counoil,. 
hat  depofed  and  excommunicated  him,  had  proceeded  on 
he  principles  already  mentioned,  how  can  Dr  P.  account 
ior  the  circumftance  of  none  of  the  ckrgy  fliaring  in  his 
ate  ;  .when  it  is  known  that  fome,  both  biihops  and  pref- 
•yters,  formerly  fupported  him  in  his  errors  ?  The  only 
'calbnable  fuppofition  is,  that  the  members  of  the  council 
ivii^^ed  to  give  others  time  to  thinV,  and  fairly  to  try  whe- 
lier  they  would  adhere  to  Paulus  after  his  expuliion  from 
he  church.  That  thofe  who  did  fo  were  either  formally 
tscommunicated  afterwards,  or  reckoned  virtually  excom- 
■mnicated,  is  undeniable  from  one  of  the  Canons  of  the 
Council  of  Nice.     It  was  ordained  that  the  Faulianifb  (for 

•  Euf.  Hift.  lib.  vii.  c.  7.  p.  317.  f  Ibid.  c.  6. 

X  Athanaf.  de  Sent.  Dionyf.  Vol.  i.  p.  552. 
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&)  were  Che  followers  of  Paulus  denominated)  whoretarned 
to  the  Catholic  church,  (hould  without  exception  be  rehap' 
lized.  That  this  Canon  refpefled  laymen  as  well  as  othen, 
h  evident  from  what  follows;  "  If  any  of  them  have  in 
"  time  paft  been  of  the  number  of  the  clergy,  if  they  IhlU 
"  appear  to  have  been  free  from  blajne,"  vf^.  as  W 
their  moral  chaiaflers,  "  being  rebaptized,  let  them  be  «- 
"  dained  by  a  biiliop  of  tlic  Catholic  church  "," 

There  is  no  reafon  to  fuppofe  tliat  his  former  abcttois,  *■ 
mong  the  clergy,  were  fpared  becaufe  of  their  numbw. 
For  it  is  mod  probable,  that  the  genei^Cy  of  thofe  biflu^ 
and  prefbytera,  who,  during  his  profperity,  had  been  bb 
flatterers,  like  all  of  this  defcription,  deferred  him  who 
they  faw  that  he  could  no  longer  fupport  him:elf.  For  t> 
it  is  faid,  that  "  he  allowed  the  bilhups  of  the  neighbouiiBg 
"  cities  and  villages  to  harangue  the  people  in  his  pnift," 
we  find  the  "  bilbopj  of  the  neighbounng  cities"  mentJoo. 
ed,  without  exception,  as  joining  m  his  condemnation f. 
But,  at  any  rate,  the  numher  of  hb  abettors  cannot  be  Tui-p 
fed  to  have  betn  the  obftacle  to  their  excommunication.  For 
as  the  iynodical  decrees  were  enforced  by  the  authority  c^ 
Aurelian,  it  would  have  been  as  eafy  to  have  call  them  out, 
as  Paul  himfelf. 

But  we  mult  attend  more  particularly  to  the  hiSorj  rf 
this  here fiarch,  as  record-d  by  Dr  P.  "  After  the  billiop 
"  had  depofed  Paulus,"  he  fays,  "  it  is  obfervable  ibatai- 
"  ly  fisteen,  figned  the  condemnation."  Here  he  refers » 
Eufcbius  as  his  authority.     When  the  learned  Gcntleni* 

*  De  riiillanift;:.  qui  dcinde  ad  Kccleliani  Caiholkam  caabttfr^ 
flntutum  efl,  ul  ii  omnino  rebaptizentnr.  SI  qui  ver&  Icmpoit  prW* 
in  clciirunim  numeto,  fiiuidem  a  tulpa  et  reprtlicnrione  ill™  1 
runt,  rcbapliziti  nrdineiitor  1  Catholics  EccUfii  Epifcopo,     Cir.. 
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excites  the  reader's  attention  by  the  terms,  remariable^  par- 
ticularly remarkable^  or  ohfervable^  he  naturally  expefts 
fometlung  not  only  true,  but  realty  worthy  of  obfervation. 
Here,  one  would  fuppofe  that  Eufebius  had  fpokbn  of  this 
fubfcription,  and  of  the  number  who  fubfcribed.  But  when 
the  pafTago  referred  to  is  confulted,  it  appears  that  the  whol^ 
foundation  of  this  aifertion  is,  that  Eufebius,  in  his  extraA 
from  the  fynodical  epiftle,  mentions  the  nanoies  of  lixteen 
biihops  only^  or  perhaps,  no  more  names  were  inferted  in 
the  epillle  itfelf.  But  there  is  no  notice  of  any  particular 
number,  nor  is  there  a  fyllable  with  refpefl  to  their  Jigning 
the  condemnation.  Sixteen  bifhops  only  are  mentioned  by 
name,  as  addrefiing  Dionyfius  and  Maximus,  to  whom  the 
epifUe  was  written.  But  IJr  P.  is  almoft  the  only  writer 
who  thence  would  be  bold  enough  to  affert,  that  •*  only 
**  fixteen  figned  the  condemnation ;"  evidently  infinuatihg 
that  it  was  approved  by  no  more.  For  after  the  names  of 
thefe  fixteen,  it  immediately  follows  *,  —  '*  and  all  the  reft, 
'<  affembled  with  us,  being  bifhops  of  the  adjoining  cities 
<'  and  provinces,  and  the  prefbyters  and  deacons,  and  the 
**  churches  of  God,  to  our  beloved  brethren,  in  the  Lord, 
**  Peace*."  Muft  not  all  thefe  referred  to  be  fuppofed  to 
have  approved  of  the  matter  of  this  epiflle,  as  much  as  if, 
their  names  had  been  particularly  inferted  ?  Now,  the  whole 
epiflle  is  a  defence  of  the  condemnation  of  Pauliis.  Eufe- 
bius does  not  mention  the  exaA  number  of  bifhops  afTem- 
bled  in  this  council.  But  he  fays,  there  were  very  ma- 
ny.  Athanafius   fays,  there    were  feventy  ;  Hilary,  eigh- 

That  thefe  were  unanimous  in  his  condemnation,- there 
is  not  the  leaft  reafon  to  doubt.  For  Eufebius  ifdds  ;  "  And 
"  the  leader  of  the  herefy  at  Antioch  was  difcovered,  and 

**  by 

*  Not.  Varior.  in.  Euf.  Hift.  L  vii.  c.  29. 
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by  all  miDifeftly  contifled  of  another  do^lne  than  iha 
which  IS  preached  by  the  whole  Catholic  ctiurch  uod«r 
heaven*."     If  he   was  convifled   of  heterodoxy  iy  a//, 
ia  natural  to  think   that  he  was  condemned  by  all.    Je- 
m,  indeed,  is  quoted  as  faying  that  "  Paul   had  many 
friends  and  admirers  amqng  the  hilhops   and   prefbyten 
of  the  neighbouring  churches  and   vil!  gea  ■"  and  lh« 
he  *'  was  much  beloved  and  admired  by    others."     Bat  b 
the  time  of  his  neceffity,  tliefe  brethren  feem,  like  thofcof 
job,  to  have  dcalt.deceUJutly  as  a  brook,  and  as  the  Jlreaa 
tif  brooks  that  pafs  away.     It   does  not   appear  that  he  wis 
fupported  by  one  of  thein,  at  this  council.     For  ail,  who 
were  prefent,  convifted  him    of  preaching   a  doftrine  dif- 
ferent from  that  univetfally  maintained  hy  the  church,  Tb( 
language  of  Alexander,  Bilhop  of  Alexandria,  and  cotem- 
porary  with  Eufebins,  evidently   implies  that  Paulm  m 
depofed  by  the  unanimous  voice  of  the  council  f. 

Dr  P.  adds  concerning  Paulus ;  "  He  could  not  I)e<BK- '' 
"  pelled  from  the  cpifcopa!  houfe  till  the  aid  of  the  Eift- 
"  peror  Aurelian  was  called  in;  and  l/t  may  be  fuppofaj 
"  to  have  been  offended  at  him  for  his  having  beon  in  ihe 
"  intereft  of  his  rival  Zenobia."  It  feems  to  be  granted 
that  he  was  in  the  intereft  of  this  Princefs.  According  to 
Athanafius,  fiie  was  a  Jewefs  |.     It  is,  at  any  late,  uniwr- 
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£ally  allowed  that  flie  was  greatly  attached  to  their  princi- 
ples. As  the  Jews  denied  the  divinity  of  t^Je  Mefliah  pro- 
mifedy  it  would  appear  that  Paulus  conformed  his  faith  to 
theirs.  For  Nicephorus  fays  that  he,  "  wifhing  to  make 
*<  court  to  Zenohia,  as  fliQ  adhered  to  the  Jewifh  opinions, 
and  ftretching  as  far  as  poffihle  to  gain  her  favour,  fell  into 
the  herefy  of  Artemon*.  "  It  would  feem  that  Paulu9 
ivas  fo  much  in  her  inter  eft  ^  as  to  be  appointed  one  of  her 
ordinary  judges  at  Aritioch.  .  Therefore,  Eufebius  faya 
that  he  chofe  rather  to  be  called  a  Ducenarius,  than   a  B\- 

ikop  t-  •  • 

But  there  is  not  the  lead  reafon  for  fuppoiing  that  Atu'e- 
lian  was  "  offended  at  Paulusffor  his  having  been  in  the  in- 
**  tereft  of  his  rival."  No  one  would  hazard  fuch  a  fuppd- 
£tion,  unleis  he  were,  either  a  ftranger  to  the  circutnftances 
of  this  affair,  or  unwilling  that  others  Ihould  know  them. 
Had  the  Emperor  been  under  the  influence  of  prejudice  a- 
^ainft  Paulus,  immediately  on  the  application  made  to  him 
l>y  the  bifliops  of  the  coimcil  of  Antioch,  he  would  have 
caft  him  out ;  eagerly  embracing  fuch  an  opportunity  of 
xevenge.  But  he  afted  very  differently.  Though  attached 
to  heathenifm,  he  attended  to  the  principles  of  equity. 
Knowing  that  the  epifcopal  houfe  properly  belonged  to  thofe 
ivho  adhered  to  the  doctrine  of  the  univer£d  church,  and 

D  d  2  fearing 

*  n«t;Aef  VTo^    r«   v^t^  ^i^aTCiittf  ffflirn  S«^«fv  9roici»  ra  ]»^«(tfv 
%%taxt%Xi9  ffi^i0'»».     Hid.  lib.  vi.  c.  27*- 

lib.  vi.  c.  30.  p.  361.  The  Ducenarii  were  inferior  judges, 
in  the  Roman  empire,  who  determined  in  dilputes  about 
{mal]er  fums  4-  It  is  thought  that  they  were  fo  called,  bfc- 
caufe  they  had  each  a  falary  of  two  hundred  feflerces. 

4-  Suet  on.  Fit,  Augujliy  feSi.  32. 
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fearing,  perhaps,  that  thofe  who  had  condemned  Pmtiil 
might  themfelves  be,  the  heretics ;  he  "  commanded  tht 
"  houfe  to  be  delivered  to  thofe,  whom  the  Italian  bilhops, 
"  adhering  to  ChriiUanity,  and  the  biihop  of  Rome.  rtiouH 
"  approve  by  their  letters."  Thefe  are  the  wcwds  of  Edt- 
bins,  in  that  very  fentence  to  which  Dr  P.  refers  •.  Thai 
writer,  inllead  of  mentioning  any  thing  that  might  infufe  i 
fufpicion  that  the  Emperor  a&d  from  prejudice,  commcndi 
the  impartiality  of  his  deciiion.  Whether  ftijill  we  fuppflle 
that  the  Do3:or  had  not  examined  the  chapter  he  qaoce^ 
6r  that  he  wiflied  to  conceal  the  real  flate  of  matten?  Ei- 
_  Iher  of  thefe  fuppolitions  mull  reiled  dilhonour  on  one  trim 
pretends  to  be  the  hiliorian  of  ChriiUanity. 

Dr  P.  further  observes  concerning  the  md  of  Aurelian; 
"  This  could  not  have  been  neceffary,  if  the  majoriiy  rf 
"  his  people  had  not  been  with  him,  and  therefore,  if  kis 
"  depofition  had  not,  in  faft,  been  unjufl."  Tlic  firit  liy 
polition  is,  indeed,  the  great  point  our  author  has  hid  ii 
his  eye.     But  the  rcafoning  is  fomewhat  lingular. 

"  Paulus  could  not  be  expelled  from  the  epifcopal  booii, 
"  witliout  ihe  aid  of  Aurelian  ; 

"  But  Paulus  was  in  the  intereft  of  his  rival  Zenobia,  who 
"  had  hitherto  been  in  polTeflion  of  Antioch  ; 

"  Ergo,  Paulus  had  the  majority  of  his  people  wii 
"  him." 

One,  who  could  not  boafl  much  of  reafon  or  philofopfij, 
would  be  apt  to  imagine  that  the  only  conclufion,  deducibl' 
from  thefe  premifes,  was  that,  while  Paulus  ))ad  kept  pc^ 
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feffion  of  the  houfe,  he  had  th^  female  bead  of  the  "  people 
**  with  him."  But  it  is  obferved  by  an  antiquated  writer 
on  the  Soeinian  controveriyy  that  **  a  rational  divine  has 
"  two  peculiar  privileges  and  incommunicable  properties ; 
**  one,  that  he  may  call  whom  he  will  irrational -,  and  the 
"  other,  that  he  may  canonize  what  he  will  for  reafon  *." 

But  our  author  feems  fo  weU  pleafed  with  his  inference,' 
that  he  ventures  to  try  its  ftrength  by  fufpending  another 
froni  it.  From  the  majority  of  his  people  being  with  Pau- 
hiSy  astheDodor  has  fo  well  proved/ he  concludes  that 
"  therefore^  his  depoiition  was,  in  fad,  imjuft."  Prom 
what  principles  of  ecclefiaftical  difcipline  can  it  be  proved, 
that  an  heretical  teacher,  becaufe  he  is  fo  fucceisful  as  to 
pervert  the  majority  of  hid  flock,  acquires  a  right  to  conti- 
nue in  his  ofiice  ?  Paulus  had  been  admitted  B]iho|>  of  An* 
doch,  only  as  adhering  to  the  £uth  of  the  Catholic  church, 
of  which  he  was  a  member :  and  could  his  fuppofed  fuccefs 
in  detaching  his  people  from  diat  faith  juflly  ikreen  him  from 
the  cenfures  of  thofe  who  were  his  proper  judges  ?  Here, 
andouHt^ly,  our  audior  will  not  plead  the  fanSion  of  an- 
tiquity. Juftice  is  as  little  on  his  fide.  It  muft  be  granted 
by  every  thinking  perfon,  that  thofe,  from  whom  he  had 
immediately  received  hisofiicial  trufl,  had  a  right  to  recal 
it,  when  it  was  abufed  in  direA  oppofition  to.  the  ends  for 
-which  it  was  given,  and  to  ftipulations  exprefsly  made  at 
his  ordination. 

But  the  very  reverfe  of  Dr  P.'^s  inference,  with  refpeft  to 
the  majority  being  with  Paulus,  appears  from  dir^ft  evi- 
dence. He  wa$,  indeed,  the  idol  of  fome  women,  not  of 
the  faireft  charade.  Some  of  his  prefbyters  and  deacons 
sidhered  to  him ;  but  not  all  of  them.  For  Malchion,  his 
profecutor,  was  bne  of  his  prelbytejs.  According  to  the 
language  of  the  fynodical  epiiUe,  as  quoted  by  both  Eufe- 

D  d  3  bins 
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bins  and  Nicepliorus,  "  he  indulged  thcfe  women,  and  il- 
"  fo  his  prelbyters  and  deacons  in  crimes  paft  healing,  ^ 
"  he  might  have  thetn  in  his  power  ;  thai  thus,  being  i- 
"  fraid  for  themfelves,  they  might  not  dare  to  accufe  him 
"  of  the  impieties  which  he  fpake  and  did  :— that  he  al- 
"  fo  enriched  them  ;  and  that  therefore  he  was  beloved  sni 
"  admired  by  thofe  who  were  defirous  of  fuch  things,"  thai 
is,  of  criminal  indulgences  and  of  money  ". 

WitJi  refpeft  to  bis  people  in  general,  .it  is  iaid  in  the 
(ameepiftle;  "  On  account  of  thefe  things,  aU  groan  and 
*'  lament  in  fecret  i  hut  they  are  fo  afraid  of  hia  tyranny 
"  and  power,  that  they  dare  not  accufe  him  +." 

But  Dr  P.  feems  determined  to  prove  that  all  the  tun- 
fafHons  againft  Paidus  proceeded  from  malice.  Not  onlj 
b  it  fiippofed  that  Aurelian  was  aftuated  by  prejudice  ij 
expelling  him,  but  "  the  profecution,"  our  author  faji, 
"  .was  vehemently  urged  by  his  prefbyter  RIalchion,  wlio 
"  had  "a  quarrel  with  him.  Having  been  difobljged,  he 
"  could  not  be  fatisSed,  till  he  was  depofed,"  There  ii 
not  a  fliadow  of  authority  offered  for  this  charge:  and  we 
muft  reckon  it  unjuft,  till  it  be  iUpported.  Malchion  wii 
pcrbaps  tlie  only  man  among  the  clergy  of  Paulus,  who  hail 
hone/ty  iind  firmnels  enough  openly  to  appear  againii  bini. 
Therefore,  Cr  P.  concludes,  that  he  had  a  quarrd  wiii 
Paulns.  This  was,  indeed,  a  fiifficicnt  reafon  with  our  su- 
ihor :  as  he  feenW  difpofed  to  quarrel  with  every  man  wlio 
has  not  treated  his  venerable  predeceQbrs  with  great  rcjpid. 
Eulebiua  gives  MaJchion  a  high  chaiafter  j  but  does  not  si- 

ford 
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ford  the  moft  didant  hint  of  his  having  had  an  j  perfonal  pre- 
judice againft  his  biihop.  Nor  does  it  appear,  that  any  an- 
cient writer  has  given  the  lead  ground  for  this  accufa- 
■tion. 

Biit  our  modem  hiftorian  has  jet  fomething  new  to  offer 
to  the  world,  and  totally  unknown  to  thofe  who,  in  early 
times,  wrote  the  hiftory  of  Paulus.  "  He  could  not  be  ex- 
^*  pelled,"  it  is  (aid,  "  in  th^  firft  council,  in  264,  when 
*^  firmilian  of  Gappadocia,  and  Gregory  of  Neocasfarea 
**  wefte  prefent."  If  Dr  P.  claim  any  confiftency  as  a  wri- 
ter, hb  language  muft  haye  the  fame  meaning  here,  as  when 
it  is  aflerted  a  little  before,  that  *'  be  could  not  be  expelled 
^*  — -dll  the  aid  of  Aurelian  was  called  in."  Only,  the 
expreifion  may  here  refpeft  his  biihopric  in  general ;  while 
it  is  .there  reftri&ed  to  ^'  the  epifcopal  houfe."  The  natu- 
sal  inference  fh>m  his  language  is,  that  Paul^  had  been 
ccmdenmed,  or  at  leafi,  convided ;  but  that  owing  to  ipme 
peculiar  circumftance,  (the  attachment  of  the  people,  doubt- 
leis,  and  the  ftrength  of  his  party)  his  opponents  had  it  not 
in  their  power  to  expel  him. 

But  ihe  truth  is,  the  council  did  not  make  any  attempt 
of  this  kind.  For  before  he  could  be  expelled,  there  was 
a  Aep  neceflary,  which  was  out  of  their  power.  They  could 
not  convid  him.  But  this  was  not  owmg  to  the  attachment 
of  his  people,  or  the  ftrength  of  his  party  in  the  council. 
For  Eufebius  fpeaks  of  the  members,  without  exception, 
as  labouring  to  bring  to  light  his  herefy  and  blafpbemy  a- 
gainfl^Chrift.  What  then  was  their  hinderance?  It  was  merely  ' 
the  duplicity  of  Paulus.  The  language  of  the  hiftorian  will 
indeed  bear  that,  not  Paulus  only,  but  alfo  his  adherents, 
attemx>ted  ftill  to  conceal  his  herefy  *.    But  this  clearly 
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fiiews  how  weak  they  were  in  the  council,  and  affords  a  ftrong 
prefumption  that  they  had  not  the  fupport  of  the  people. 
Had  the  dodbine  of  Paulia  been  generally  believed  amoiij 
the  people,  there  would  have  been  no  occalion  for  attempt- 
ing to  conceal  it.  Eufehius  elfewhere  fays,  that  Finni]iaii 
hJmfelf  was  deceived  by  the  language  of  Paulus  ■-  Nice- 
phonis  afferta  that  he  purged  himfelf  by  oath  of  the  cror 
imputed  to  him,  folemnly  declaring  that  he  held  no  fiich 
opinion,  hut  adhered  to  the  apoflolical  decrees  and  doc- 
trines. In  confequence  of  this,  before  the  diflblution  oftbc 
council,  they  all  joined  in  a  hymn  celebrating  the  Savkna 
asGodt- 

The  fecond  council  was  held  at  AiittocTi,  not  that  tiwj 
niight  expel  or  condemn  a  heretic  who  had  been  too  power- 
ful in  the  firft,  but  that  they  might  convift  one  who  hai 
then  iinpofed  upon  them.  For  they  at  length  aflembled  ^ 
gain,  becaufe  "  it  was  univerfally  reported  of  Paulus,  tbil 
*'  he  had  departed  from  the  truth  J." 

Our  author  next  produces  the  chara£ler  of  Paulus,  a 
drawn  by  Dr  Lyrdner  ||.  But  that  a  Socinian  fliou'd  vit" 
every  thing  refpecting  this  heretic  in  u  partial  light,  anJ 
afcribe  the  charges,  exlubitcd  againft  him  by  the  ancients, 
to  prejudice,  is  not  furprifing.  What  though  "  we  lu« 
"  his  hiftory,"  as  Dr  Lardner  fays,  "  from  advcriariesoo- 
"  ly?"  If  it  is  unfairly  related,  it  is  alioniibing  tliat  not 
one  of  the  friends  of  Paulus,  or  of  his  doiSrine,  in  ancient 
times,  Jhould  vindicate  his  tharafter.  Should  it  be  laid  dm 
fuch  memorials,  though  they  had  once  cxiilcd,  woii]d  b« 
deilroyei 

o>i.,    Tii.   aifiri.    «,    Tij.   fj(   X^iTTor  eA«j-p„fn«f  avm,  »,a  rc*h: 

«..*f..«..     EuC  Hift.  lib.^.e.  23. 
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deftroyed  by  the  orthodox ;  as  little  credit  could  be  given 
to  this  pretence  as  Dodors  Lardner  and  Prieftley  themfelves 
allow  to  that  of  modem  infidels,  when  they  aflert  that  the 
-writings  of  the  philofophers  againft  Chriftianity  Were  de- 
ftroyed, or  fuSered  to  peri(h  by  the  *  Chriilians.  Had  fuch 
vindications  of  Paulus  been  written,  we.  would  have  had 
die  fan^e  proofi  of  their  exigence,  as  of  the  writings  of  Cel- 
fiis  and  others.  They  Would  not  have  pafled  without  any 
reply :  and  fome  extra&s  from  them,  or  references  to 
them,  would  ftiU  be  found  in  the  writings  of  the  ortho* 
dox. 

But  we  have  'all  the  evidence  that  an  unprejudiced  In« 
qmrer  can  demand,  that  the  charafter  of  Paulus,  as  tranf- 
minted  to  us,  has  been  jufUy  delineated.  We  have,  it  not 
from  any  individual.  It  appears,  in  its  various  .traits,  in 
die  epii|le  written  by  that  very  council  which  condenmed 
him.  If  the  members  of  this  council  knew  that  he  was 
**  well  refpeded  by  the  neighbouring  biihops,  in  efieem 
**  with  the  great,  and  beloved  by  the  common  people,"  as 
Dr*  Lardner  aflerts,  and  above  all,  that  he  had  the  favpur 
and  proteAion*  of  Zenobia,  a  powerfiil  princels,  to  whom 
Antioch,  the  very  ^ace  of  their  meeting,  was  then  fub- 
jeSt ;  though  they  had  been  all  men  of  the  mod  villanous 
difpofitions,  from  regard  to  th^r  chara&er  and  intereft,  they, 
would  aflert  nothing  that  was  not  well  known  to  be  fa£L 
It  muft  have  occurred  to  them,  that  a  fingle  affertion,  lia- 
ble to  contradidion,  would  ruin  their  whole-  fcheme.  But, 
indeed,  the  Aliatic  bifhops  £bem  to  have  aded,  in  the  cafe 
of  Paulus,  with  the  greateft  moderation  and  tendemeis^ 
Thence  were  they  deceived  by  his  artifices,  in  the  former 
council.  Had  they  not  been  moderate  in  the  extreme,  there 
was  enough  in  his  chara&er,  independent  of  herefy,  to  ex* 
elude  him  from  his  office,  if  not  from  the  pale  of  the  ' 
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They  delcribc  him  as  riftng  from  the  flate  of  a  beggar 
to  great  rich«,  bj  vlUanjr  and  facrilege,  and  by  cxadioiu 
from  the  brethren,  under  pretence  of  relieving  them  from  in- 
juries ;  and  as  preferringfecularloepifcopal  dignities.  They 
give  many  inllances  of  his  unfupportable  pride  and  «no- 
gance,  wliich  greatly  prejudiced  the  interella  of  Ctarilliapi- 
ty.  While,  in  his  dtfcourfcs.  he  defamed  other  interpre- 
ters of  [iie  word,  he  greatly  evLoUed  himfelf.  He  kept  tn>- 
men  of  infamous  charaftera.  Ho  was  terrible  to  his  people, 
by  reafon  of  his  tyranny.  Many  other  particulars,  fome 
of  which  have  been  formerly  mentioned, are  to  be  fouodis 
the  [ynodical  epiHIe. 

It  is  a  (trlLing  proof  of  the  great  difficiilty  Dr  I^rdw 
had  in  making  out  a  tolerable  t  larafter  for  -this  ancient  be- 
refiarch,  thataman  of  hi:        rning  fliould  argue  fo  childiflj- 
ly  "  from  what  is  faid  by  th        ithers,  of  his  rcjefting  fome    , 
"  hymns   as  modern,  and  compoted  by  moderns."     TIk    | 
Bilhop  of  Antioch  "  was  a  i    itic,"  forfooth  !      Thii,  Dr 
Lardner  obfervea  very  fagely,  "  is  a  valuable  acquifitioD  It    | 
"  all  times,  efpecially    when    uncommon."       P;tiilus  nxiS 
have  been  a  Phmnix  indeed.     For  we  hear  of  no  other  ia 
that  age,  who  gave  a  proof  of  critical  powers  any  fi'xUfim- 
lar.    In  any  otiier  cafe,  however,  Dr  Lardner  would  never 
have  inferred  more  from  fuch  data,  than  that  Paulus/r*- 
tended  to  be   a  critic.     But  as  he   was  a  friend,  the  goal 
Dodor  was  difpofcd  to  take  his  own  word  for  it. 

Hat  vcniam  cordis,  vtxat  ctnjura  columbas. 
Juv. 

I  fhall  only  add  that,  from  the    fame    fynodteal  epiflfc 

which  contains  an  account  of  the  dcpofition  of  Paulus,  itis 

evident  that  it  was  a  fail  univerfaljy  known,  that  not  ooly 

AttemoD,  whofe  error  Paulus  adopted,  but  all  his  followets 
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"whether  clergy  or  laitj,  were  held  as '  excommunica- 
ted. For  the  venerable  writers  of  this  epifUcy  after  obfer- 
ving  to  Dioayfius  and  Ma,ximus,  that  they  had  informed 
them  concerning  Domnns,  whom  they  had  ordained  in  the 
place  of  the  depofed*  biihop,  that  they  might  write  to  him, 
and  receive  letters  of  comnmnication  from  him,  add ;  '^  But 
^'  let  this  man  (Pauliis)  write  to  Artemon,  and  let  the  fol- 
'*  lowers  of  Artemon  communicate  with  him  *." 

Dr  P.  aiTerts  that  "  none  of  the  laity  were  excommuni- 
**  cated  along  wkh— Photinus  f /'  .Whether  any  of  them 
were  formally  excommunicated  at  the  fame  time  with  him^ 
I  cannot  pretend  to  fay.  But  it  is  certain  that  all  his  fol- 
lowersy  after  he  was  himfelf  call  out  of  the  church,  were 
confidered  as  excommunicated  perfons,  nay,  formally  ang^ 
thematized.  For  we  have  the  decrees  of  feveral  councils, 
refpefting  the  manner  of  their  admiiSion  to  the  church,  in 
cafe  of  their  return  from  this  herefy.  It  was  ena&ed  by 
the  council  of  Laodicea,.  A.  D.  365^  that  the  Photinians 
fhould  not  be  received,  unlefs  they  fliould  abjure  their  he- 
refy J.  The  council  of  Conftantinople,  A.  D.  385,  ana- 
thematized, the  Photinians  in  general,  and  ordained  that 
thofe  returning  from  them  fliould  not  be  received,  without 
anathematizing  the  dodrine  they  formerly  held,  and  being* 
rebaptized  ||.  An  ordinance  of  the 'fame  nature  w^  framed* 
with  refpe^  to  thefe  heretics,  in  the  fecond  council  of 
Aries,  A.  D.  389  §.  . 

Photinus,  indeed,  retained  pofTeffion  of  his  biihopric,  af- 
ter 

V 

*  Ta;    If  A^Ti!fAx   urog  ivif  i AAfr^*  »ai  o»  ret  A^n/Aif  ^^ovtimg 

.  thTti  Mttttvurua-»90  Bp.  Synod.  Antioch.  ap«  EuT.  Hid.  lib.  vii* 

f  Vol.  iii.  p.  308.  t  Howel.  Synopf.  Concil.  vol.  i.  p.  73. 

jflttigii  Hift.  Phot  in.  p.  460,     $  Howel*  Snyopf.  vol  ii.  p.  iib.  can.  z6. 


"^^ 


438  Of  Dr  P.-s  Anjwen  Book  VI. 

(cr  being  condemned  by  difFerent  councils.  But  there  is 
great  obfcurity  in  the  writings  of  the  ancients,  and  gral 
diffenfion  among  the  moderns,  with  refpefl:  to  the  dates  ind 
decifions  of  the  different  councils,  which  took  cogoifinw 
of  this  herefy.  Dr  P.  fays  of  Photiniis,  'that  "  his  folemn 
"  depofition  by  two  councils  could  not  remove  liim  from 
"  his  fee  •."  Others  think,  with  greater  probability,  thai 
in  the  firft  council  of  Sirtnium,  his  opinions  only  were 
condemned ;  and  that  it  was  not  till  the  fecond,  liiat  bt 
was  depofed  f .  Cave  fixes  the  lirft  council  of  Sirmioin 
to  (he  year  350,  and  gives  the  fecond  to  the  follow- 
ing year  %.  But  though  it  be  uncertain  how  long  it  w» 
from  the  fird  condemnation  of  Photinus  to  his  expulfion,  il 
would  feem  that  his  continuance  at  Sirmium  was  owing  19 
the  attachment  of  his'  people.  On  this  fafl  our  anthot 
makes  the  following  refledion ;  "  Had  the  body  of  Chri- 
"  ftians  in  thofe  times  been  generally  Trinitarians,  the  com- 
•*  mon  people  would,  no  doubt,  have  been  ready  enough  to 
•'  take  an  aftive  part  againil  their  heretical  bifhops."  Hi 
plainly  means  to  iofiir  from  the  attachment  of  the  petplj 
of  Sirminm  to  Photinus,  that  the  majority  of  Chrifliuisia 
general  were  (jnitarians.  There  is,  indeed,  fome  appe*r- 
ance  that  this  was  the  cafe  in  the  diocefe  of  Sirmium-  Bsl 
even  this  certainly  cannot  be  inferred.  Thofe  of  the  &ik 
perfuafion  with  Photinus  have  generally,  in  every  age,  dit- 
covered  fo  much  i:i  the  wifdom  of  the  ferpent,  that  it  ha 
been  no  eafy  matter  to  develope  their  real  principles.  Wc 
have  fee n  that  even  Firmilian,  Gregory,  and  many  otliH 
great  and  learned  men,  were  cozened  by  ihe  duplicity  of 
Paulus.  In  our  own  timet,  even  in  Britain,  many  co^gf^ 
gallons  may  be  found,  conCiiing  of  Trinitarians,  while  ilx 

paJioT: 
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paftors  are  Fhotinians.  In  other  refpods,  the  latter  ufe  i^ 
manj  arts  to  retain  the  good  opinion  of  the  former,  that 
though  their  real  principles  are  well  known  to  thofe  who 
can  diilinguifh  dodriities,  any  attempt  to  perfuade  their  peo- 
ple, that  they  think  differently  from  themfelves  is  vain* 
The  fame  might  happen  at  Sirmiiun.  Photinus  ^as  a 
man  of  abilities.  He  is  (aid  to  'have  had  great  powers  of 
perfuafion.  He.  might  eafily  make  ^^mple  believe,  that 
malice  was  the  fole  motive  of  the.  profecution. 

But  let  us  fuppofe  that  the  majority  under  his  charge  be- 
lieved his  doflrines.  *  Shall  we  therefore  admit  Dr  P/a 
inference  ?  Becaufe  thb  naight  be  the  ftate  of  matters  in 
Sirmium,  a  city  of  Pannonia,  muft  we  infer  that  it  was  the 
fame  mroughout  the  Chriftian  church  ?  Our  author  uut 
doubtedly  knows,  though  he  does  not  wiih  to  apply  the 
common  rule,  A  particulari  ad  univerfalem  non  valet  confix 
quentia  *.     '  *  "  .* 

Even.tt^e  hifiory  of  Photinus  affords  a  proof  direftfy  the 
reverie  of  what  Dr  P.  wiflies  to  eftabliih.  Ancient  writers 
acknowledge  that  this  heretic  drew  many  into  his  do^rine  f . 
But  even  this  candid  confeflion  of  his  fuccefs  implies 
that  his  profelytes  formerly  adhered  to  another  faith.  Jt  i^ 
uniformly  declared  that  he  was  admitted  as  a  Catholic,  and 
that  he  gradually  difcovered  his  errors  %.  But  though  he 
deceived  m^ny  by  his  eloquence,  others,  however  much 
attached  to  him,  when  they  perceived  his  errors,  deferted 
his  minidrations.  Vincentius  Lirineniis  fays,  that  '^  though 
."  they  admired  the  eloquence  of  their  pallor,  they  were 
'^  notwithilanding  watchful  over  the  Catholic  f^ith  ;  and 
**  though  they  had  formerly  followed  him  as  the  he-goat 

"of 

♦  Particular  premifes  do  not  warrant  an  univerfal  conclufion. 
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"  of  the  flock,  they  afterwards  began  to  fijr  from  hiin  as  a 
"  wolf*." 

That  ih'?  doflrine  of  Photini)ns,  the  fame  with  that  of 
Socinians  ia  our  times,  fhoutd  be  attended  with  faccefs,  wiB 
not  appear  furprifiii^,  when  the  divided  (late  of  the  cliureli 
is  confidered,  Dr  P.  indeed,  does  not  give  thenuneof 
Unitarians  to  the  followers  of  A.riu3,  But  the  great  p» 
I'alence  of  the  Arian  doftrlne  would  clear  the  way  for  the 
reception  of  the  Phottnian.  For  when  men  derogate  frm 
that  honour  efieiuiatly  due  to  Chriit,  as  over  alt,  God  BUffiJ 
^r  fuer,  by  repreftnting  him  as  a  creature  ;  having  Io3  die 
true  objefl;  of  faith,  there  is  nothing  that  can  be  a  fot 
ficient  antidote  againfi  degrading  him  flill  more,  till  hebt 
brought  down  to  the  ordinary  (tandard  of  human  nitart. 
Our  author  bo  arts  of  the  diffulion  of  his  doflrine  intbij 
age :  and  it  is  to  be  feared  thac  the  prevalence  of  Atibo- 
iftn  in  £ngland  has  prepared  its  way.  In  his  owQ  apoib- 
cy  from  the  Trinitarian  faith,  the  Arian  doarine.if  1  miC- 
take  not,  was  the  firll  liep  to  hU  preftni  principles.  Ht 
acknowledges  that  "  it  is  very  common  at  this  day  for 
"  perfons  to  pafe  from  Athanafianifm  to  Arianifm,  andiiia 
"  from  Arianifm  to  proper  Unitarianifm  f ." 

It  cannot  be  denied  that,  in  confonancy  wiih  what  ha 
been  obferved,  the  Unitarians  of  this  age  have,  in  their  »p- 
prehenfions  concerning  the  Saviour,,  fallen  greatly  below 
the  level  of  ihdt  doflrine  generally  held  by  their  predccd- 
fors  fince-  the  Reformation.  Tliey  not  only  deny  liim  jU 
religious  worQiip,  and  with  to  gel  rid  of  the  miratuloui 
conception:  but  Dr  P.  has  dared  to  fpcak  of  the  tempii- 
lions  in  the  wildernefs,  afcribed  to  Satan,  as  the  thoiigbu 
that  "  might  occur  to  Jefus  himfelf,  in  his  private  mcdin- 
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•*  tions  *•"  He  has  the  impietj  to  fuppofe  this  concerning 
him  who  knew  nojtrij  wbofe  heart  was  pure^  and  in  whoitt 
the  prince  pf  this  world  had  nothing. 

It  does  not  appear,  however,  that  Photinns  had  much  in- 
fluence beyond  his  own  fee*  We  find  the  council  of  A- 
quileia  complaining  of  the  meetings  held  in  Sirmium  con* 
trauy  to  law.  This  refers  to  the  exception  of  Photinians 
from  that  toleration  granted  to  mofl  of  the  feds  which  bore 
the  Chriftian  name,  by  the  Emperor  Gratianf.  Now, 
this  council  met,  A.  D.  381,  thirty  years  after  the  expul- 
lion  and  banifhment  of  Photinhs  ;  and  only  four  years  af- 
ter his  deaths  before  which  it  would  feem  that  he  bad  been 
refiored  to  his  bifhopric,  moft  probably  in  the  reign  of  Ju- 
lian. But  if  the*do6fa:ine  of  Photinus  had  been  generally 
difiuled,  the  complaints  of  the  .  counfel  of  Aquileia  would 
by  no  means  have  been  conned  to  the  illegal  nieetings  at 
Sirmium.  This  neariy  amounts  to  a  proof,  that  if  .thefe 
meetings  were  not  peculiar  to  thb  city,  they  did  not  extend 
beyond  the  diocefe.  Epiphanius  declares,  that  the  Photi- 
nian  herefy  was  diffipated  in  a  ihort  time  }. 

But  we  may  fafely  reafon  with  our  author  on  his  own 
principles.  Were  the  people  of  Sirmium,  whom  Photinus 
had  profelyted,  fo  warm  in  their  attachment  to  his  dodrines, 
that  they  poured  contempt  on  the  reiterated  decifions  of 
the  church  univerfal  ?  Did  they  retain  him  as  their  bifhop, 
regardlefs  of  his  being  *  *'  folemnly  depofed  by  two  coun- 
**cik?"  And  is  it  conceivable,  that  if,  r.ccording  to 
Dr  P.'s  hypothefis,  the  body  of  Chriftians,  in  thofe  days 
had  been  generally  Unitarians,  there  would  not  have  been 

more 

*  Inftitutes,  vol.  ii,  p.  435>  * 

f  Socrat  Hif\.  lib.  v.  c.  1,  p.  364.     Sozomen.  lib.  vii.  c.  i.  p.  27^. 
\  H^u  yei^  xui  2tt<rKii^c-Qn  uq  oAiyov  ^cfuf  n  rcvrov  rov  nT^et^ 
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more  than  one  or  two  biltops  of  this  perfuafioD  in  At 
whole  church  ?  Were  the  people  of  Strmiam  of  a  diffii- 
ent  mould  from  all  other  Chriftims?  Were  they  fo  (en*- 
cious  of  their  principles  as  to  retain  a  depofcd  hereiici 
And  would  no  other  cburch,  confifting  moftly  of  Uninri- 
ans,  venture  to  complam  of  a  bifhop.  known  to  hold  doc- 
trines contrary  to  rhofe  of  the  hady,  or  even  dare  to  cboofc 
one  whom  they  accounted  orthodox  ?  When  councils  pro- 
ceeded to  fuch  violent  meafures  agatnll  what  mull  iare 
appeared  the  true  faith,  and  that  of  the  majority  of  Chri- 
fiian.>,  how  fubmiQive  foever  before,  mud  not  thb  hare  a- 
r  afperated  them  ?  Our  author's  fyilem  is  biult  on  obvious 
contradiftions.  From  the  condud  of  the  people  of  Sinni- 
nm,  we  may  with  far  greater  juftnefs  obferve,  that  "  bJ 
"  the  body  of  Chriflians  in  thofe  times  been  generally  t Ji- 
"  rarjiMi,  the  common  people  would,  no  doubt,  have  bed 
*'  ready  enough  to  take  an  aitive  part  againft  their  Tnn"- 
"  tafian  bithops," 

I)r  P.  is  extremely  anxious  to  deprive  Eufehjus  of  iiis 
.  long-eliahliflitdcharafter,  asan  ectlefiaflical  hiftorian,  N« 
is  this  furprifmgi  as,  during  its  continuance,  it  muA  be  on 
incon(iderable  ohftacle  to  the  eftablifhment  of  his  own.  To 
ferve  his  purpofe,  he  charges  him  with  being  "  ruconGllrt! 
"  with  himfelf."  This  is  a  heavy  charge  againfl  an  hiAonu. 
But  how  is  it  proved  ?  Why,  Eufebius  acciifes  Berjils, 
Bid-.op  of  Boflrn,  of  introducing  new  doftrines ;  while  bt 
haih  hinifi-lf  granted  that  the  fame  were  taught  long  be/oct. 
But  our  author  has  here  forgot  the  old  advice,  f<y?/wj/* 
U.  His  zeal  has  hurried  him  on  too  fuft.  For  U 
febius  does  not  ufe  a  word  correfponding  with  ntw  in  u« 
Doflor's  tranflation ;  which  feems  to  have  been  mi& 
from  the  Latin  of  Valefius,  who,  without  any  rcafoo,  r» 
dcra  fiiB  by  novrt  et  alfena.      But  though  the  fame  dodii" 
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bad  been  taught  hj  Others,  as  it  was  not  t];iat  of  the  church, 
£ufebius  might  (ureiy  take  leave  to  fay  that;  *'  3eryUu» 
<<  attempted  to  introduce  certain  things  foreign  tQ  the 
**  faith  *."     And  this  is  his  whole  crime. 

Dr  P.  brings  the  fame  cHarge  againft  So?^Qmen,  and  a- 
gainft  Socrates  alfo  :  «3  it  is  neceiiarj  that  the  whole  iv^- 
ceilion  of  ancient  ecclefiaftical  hiftorians  fhould  be  proved 
unworthy  of  regard  in  tbefe  enlightened  times,  Ce:Kcept  in 
as  far  as  their  teflimony  can  be  turned  againd  their  own 
£uth)  and  give  place  to  others,  whofe  fuperior  judgp^ent 
and  confiAency,  candour  and.  information,  qualify  them  un- 
fpeakably  more  for  being  hifto^ians  of  the  corriiptions  of 
^Cbriftianity*  The  immediate  defign  is  to  invalidate  the 
teflimony  of  thefe  hiftorians  to  the  novelty  of  the  Unitarian 
fyftem.  "  Sozomen  fays,"  according  to  our  aut^ior,  "  that 
**  Marcellus  introduced  a  new  doftrine  ;  and  yet,  iri 

<^  the  fame  fe6tion  he*  fajs  of  hina,  that  be  ado|]^ed  the  ppi- 
*'  nion  of  Paiilus  Samofatenfisf."  But  the  Dodor  muft 
know  that  the  term  which  be  tranflates  introduced^  va^Lj 
with  as  much  propriety  be  t^uM^cdj  perfuaded  to,  and  that 
it  is  often  ufed  in  this  fenfe.  He  alfo  renders  in  the  fingu-' 
lar  number,  what  in  the  Greek  is  plural,  and  ought  to  haye 
been  new  do6irines.  Perhaps,  the  Dodor  thought  that  by 
this  change,  the  felf-contradi£tion  of  the  hiftorian  might  be 
moil  clearly  manifeiled ;  as  he  wifhes  it  to  appear  that  the 
new  doBrine  was  what  is  afterwards  called  the  opinion  of 
Paulus.  But  the  expreflion  new  doBrineSy  may  re£?r  to 
fome  peculiarities  in  the  fyftem  afcribed  to  Marcellus,  though 
it  was  fuppofed  to  be  fubftantially  the  fame  with  that  of 
Paulus.  For  one  do^bine  is  here  attributed  to  the  former, 
which  is  not  mentioned  among  the  heretical  opinions  of  the 

Vol.  II.  E  e  latter. 
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latter.  He  is  faid  to  have  afferted  that  "  the  kingdom  of 
"  Chrift  iL odd  have  an  end."  BeGdes,  if  Marcellus  ¥«, 
as  Dr  P.  eliewhere  affirms,  a  Philofophical  Unitarian,  be 
differed  very  much  from  Paiilus. 

But  the  tniih  is,  the  language  of  Sozotnen  is  not  fairiy 
reprefented  by  Dr  P.  For  though  that  hiftoriaii  fcys,  dut 
Marcellus  adopted  the  opinion  of  Paulus,  the  other  aiTcitioaii 
not  properly  his.  He  is  giving  the  feutiments  of  the  confr 
cil  that  condemned  him,  esprefling  himfelf  thus  -,  "  The 
,  "  bilhops.  who  met  at  Coniiantinopte,  depnfed  and  eiurom- 
*' mnnicated  Marcellus,  —  oj  the  author  of,"  or  "  a^  perf» 
"  ding  to  ne^  doftrines  *.'"  He  farther  obfcrves,  that  So- 
zomen  "  calls  Photinus  the  introducer  of  a  new  hereTf, 
"  when  in  the  fame  chapter,  he  fays  that  he  held  the  lane 
"  opinions  with  Sabellius  and  Paulus  Samofatenfis  +."  Bu 
this  was  dill  a  nrw  herejj,  in  the  fenfe  in  which  the  andeaB 
ufed  that  term.  For  though  the  doArine  of  Theodona,  of 
Artcmon,  of  Paulna,  and  of  Photinus,  was  "the  fame,  tbej^ 
fpeak  of  thefe  as  diftinfl  herelies ;  becaufe  they  append 
at  different  times,  and  fucceffircly  gave  nnv  diihirbanre  i* 
the  church.  Thefe  various  heretics  were  followed  by  4- 
lUnfl;  bodies  of  men,  who  received  different  names. 

He  lays  "  that  Photinus  is  alfo  charged  with  being  the  bi- 
"  thor  of  his  own  opinion  by  Socrates,"  though  "  he  had  be- 
"  fore  mentioned  him  as  a  difciple  of  Marcellus."  Bui  At 
former  exprelEon  fimply  fignifies  that  "  Photinus  deckred 
"  more  openly  the  doftrine  which  he  had  hie  upon,"  or  "fboiiil 

"a 
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9«>  Ti.«  Kiji  THTW  (THirala.T*,  tfujJiSt.jis  H  KwirxiTirK  it>Ji  »k- 
>er,   xai  ni;  uiX-gnn!  i^iG*?.op.      Hift.  lib.  3.  C.  33.  p.  9I. 
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**  as  it  were  by  chance  *."  But  Dr  P.  fcems  refolved  to  in- 
fer a  great  deal  more  &om  the«words  of  thefe  hifto- 
rians  than  themfelves  meant.  For  he  oMerves,  concerning 
them  in  general,  '*  that  no  Unitarian  is  mentioned,  but  he  is 
^*  faid  to  have  been  xh&Jirfi  to  have  taught  the  Unitarian 
"  dodrine  f." 

Yet  ^  this  reafoning,  from  the  ufe  of  the  term 
newy  is  employed  by  Dr  P.  after  making  the  following  con- 
cellion ;  '*  But  it  is  Qoilible,  as  I  have^  obferved  before,  that 
by  novelty^  thefe  writers  might  fometimes  mean  nothing 
more  than  berejy  J;"  Here  it  is  only  poffible  that  thi^ 
might  be  their  meaning.  But  the  Do6lor  was  in  no  doubt 
about  it,  before  he  feems  to  have  obferved,  that  this  ui'e 
of  the.  term  might  be  converted  into  a' proof  of  the  incon- 
fiftency  of  thefe  hiftorians.  For  having  faid  that  Tertul- 
lian  and  others  appealed  tO'  the  churches  planted  by  the  A- 
podles,  and  defined  that  to  be  the  true  faith,  which  was  the 
moil  ancient,  he  adds ;  '^  In  this  manner,  however,  b*erejy 
**  and  novelty  came  to  b^  conlidered  as  fynonymous.  Thus 
*^  the  term  KuiforoiAiu  feems  to  be  ufed  by  Athanafius.  With- 
*'  out  attending  to  this  circumftance,  we  ihall  often  be  mif- 
«*  led  in  reading  ecclefiaftical  hiftory.  For  it  is  not  unufual 
•*  with  hiftorians  to  fpeak  of  an  opinion  as  new  when  they 
"  themfelves  have  faid  that  it  was  adopted  from  fome  other 
•*  perfon  ||."  Certainly  the  Doftor  has  not  fufficiently  at^ 
tended  to  this  circumfidnce^  though  it  was  in  hb  eye,  when 
attempting  thence  to  prove  the  inconfifteocy  of  ancient  hi- 
ftorians. He  feems,  indeed,  to  fall  into  the  pitj  wbi^b  be  bat 
digged  for  otbers. 

Our  author  continues  the  attack  on^the  ancient  hiftorians 

E  e  a  ■   .  in 
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in  general ;  wid,  after  a  little  diflant  iklrmtlhing  on 
the  ground  he  ha4  formerly  occupied,  and  throu|^ 
which  we  have  already  followed  him,  he  again   lingles  out 

Eufebius.  "  This,"  he  obferves,  "  may  certaijily  be  faid 
"  in  fevour  of  the  Unitarians,  that  ibey  did  not  contradift 
"  themfelves  on  this  fubjeft,  but  uniformly  maintained  thai 
"  iheira  was  the  ancient  doflrine  iranfmitted  to  them  from 
"  the  Apoilles,  Whereas  Eufebius  manifeftly  contradifls 
"  himfelf  *."  But  if  thefe  heretics  did  not  contradid  them- 
iielvcs  as  to  tiie  general  claim  of  antiquity,  they  at  leafl  con- 
tradiiied  one  auotlicr.  For  while  the  Sabellians  and  Not- 
tians,  whom  our  author  dignifies  with  the  name  of  Unita- 
rians, and  who  fo  fmnly  believed  the  deity  of  Chrift,  that 
they  TBade  him  to  be  the  Father,  aiTened  that  their  doftWnt 
was  that  of  the  Apoftles  ;  Theodotus,  Paulus  Samofateoii^ 
Photinus  and  their  adherents,  who  held  Chrirt  to  be  a  men 
man,  claimed  the  fame  origin.  Dr  P.  htmfelf  cannot  pre-_ 
laid  that  the  claims  of  both  were  well-founded.  Like  the 
witnefTes  fubomcd  by  the  Jews,  who  agreed  ia  ac- 
cufing  Jtfiu,  thcfe  diC*rt,nt  claffes  of  heretics  were  equal- 
ly enemies  to  the  truth.  But  like  them  alio,  tbtir  vmmji 
did  not  agree  together. 

But  how  is  it  proved  that  Eufebius  contradifit  bimji!/! 
"  He  certainly  knew,"  it  is  laid,  "  that  Juflin  Martyr  had 
"  not  only  mentioned  Unitarians  aS  exiAing  in  his  time,  bat 
"  had  alfo  treated  them  with  much  refpeCl."  But  though 
this  were  true,  how  could  it  amount  to  a  pri-of  of  fell-coo- 
ti-adidion  in  Eufebius  ?  Though  he  had  inou-rt  that  jullin 
had  aftually  acknowledged  them  to  be  the  firil  Chriftiaiu, 
if  Eufebius  had  notfiiid  fo,  whatever  might  be  thought  of 
his  candour,  he  could  not  be  charged  with  felf-contradiclion: 
Where  is  our  aiitlior's  own  candour  here,  which  he  former- 
Iv  difplayed  wben  treating  of  this  very  paflage  of  Juftin? 
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I  am  no  doubt  influenced/'  he  fays,  "  in  m  j  conflra£Uon 
of  this  particular  paffage  by  the  perfuafion  that  I  haVe, 
from  other  independent  evidence,  that  the  Unitarians 
were,  in  faft,  the  majority  of  Chriflians  in  the  time  of 
Juftin. — Another  peribn,  having  a  different  perfuafion 
concerning  the  flate-  of  opinions  in  that  age,  will  natural- 
ly be  inclined  to  put  a  different  conflxu^tion  on  this  paf- 
fage." Before  it  can  appear,  that  Eufebius  iaew  that  Ju- 
ftin had  treated  the  Unitarians  "  with  much  refpeft,'*  it 
muft  be  proved  that  he  law  with  Dr  P.'s  eyes.  Has  our 
author  found  any  Trinitarian,  ancient  or  modem,  who  caii 
perceive  this  great  refpeft  in  Juflin's  treatment  of  them  ? 
Why  is  Eufebius  the  only  orthodox  writer,  to  whom  the 
liberty  of  feeing  differently  from  Dr  P.  muft  be  refiifed  ? 
It  is  evidently  fuppofed,  in  this  afTertion,  that  the  ancient 
hiftorian  knew  the  juflnefs  of  the  Unitarian  claims.  Yet, 
in  the  page  immediately  preceding,  fpeaking  of  Eufebius 
and  other  writers,  as  teftifying  that  "  the  primitive  church 
**  was  orthodox  in  their  fenfe  of  the  word,"  Dr  P.  fays ; 
**  They  were,  no  doubt,  willing  to  have  it  thought  fo,  and, 
**  without  confidering  it  very  particularly,  might  prefume 
**  that  it  wasfo.**  Pray,  whether  is  it  the  ancient,  or  the 
modem  hiftorian,  who  is  chargeable  with  felf-contradic" 
tion  ? 

But  this  is  certainly  meant  only  as  the  preamble  *,  though 
it  appears  rather  out  of  place.  It  is  immediately  added ; — 
And  to  fay  nothing  of  his  own  teftimony  to  the  ApofUe 
John  having  been  the  firft  who  taught  with  cleamefs,  and 
with  effe^l,  the  doftrine  of  tlie  divinity  of  Chrift;  he 
"  himfelf  fpeaks  of  the  Ebionites  as  cotemporary  with 
"  Cerinthus,  who  by  his  own  account  lived  in  the  time  of 
"  the  Apoftle  John/'  That  Eufebius  has  faid  nothing  of 
this  kind  concerning  John,  has  been  already  proved  f .  Dr  P. 

E  e  3  fhews, 
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(hewa,  indeed,  how  much  he  U  at  a  lot  to  prove  his  charge 
aguuft  Eufebim.  It  is  true  thai  the  latter  Tpeaks  of  the 
tbionites  b3  cotcmporary  with  Cerinthui,  and  quotes  Ik- 
naius  as  relatiii^  the  ftory  of  John  meeting  Cerinihiis  U 
llie  baih.  But  has  Eufebiiis  alfo  feid  that  the  do&-ine  of 
ihe  EbrO'ites  xvas  thut  of  the  Apoftles  ?  Then,  indeed,  be 
would  have  been  liable  to  the  charge  of  felf-contradiaioD. 
Dots  he  liot  affcrr  that  they  were  "  under  the  power  of  s 
**  malignant  de.non  ?" 

Uut  our  author  makes  no  fcniple  of  inferring  the  divint 
origm  of  the  dadri*c  from  the  aniiquitj  ot  the  pcrfoDS) 
nor  of  cbar.  ing  Kufcbius  with  ftlf-cotitradiction  for  giHii> 
ing  the  one,  though  U  does  not  appear,  tliat  the  poor  mu 
was  fo  Oiarp-dighted  as  to  perceive  its  nccclTary  conneiioii 
with  the  otiicr.  With  equal  eafe  it  might  be  proved  ihu 
the  mod  ancient  herefy,  which  confifted  in  denying  die 
tlirealeni eg  of  death,  was  the  true  revelation.  For  it  wu 
prated  in  paradiie,  the  author  of  it  was  cotemporary  with 
the  firll  believers,  and  his  doctrine  was  preferred  by  thflO 
to  the  other.  Nay,  in  every  age,  it  has  had  the  affem  of 
the  majority.  It  might  eafily  be  proved  that  modem  E- 
bionites,  by  denying  original  fin  and  eternity  of  fuffering, 
flill  reject  the  threatening  in  its  proper  fenfe,  and  view  lliii 
moil  ancient  hercfy  as  the  doftrine  of  Cod. 

As  if  our  author  had  been  apprehcnfive  that  bis  unnani- 
yal  inferences  from  the  writings  of  Eufebius,  inproifol 
die  aiuiquity  of  the  Unitarian  dcnflrine,  could  be  of  no  )■ 
vail ;  he  feL-ma  refolved  to  invalidate,  as  far  as  pollibk,  hii 
evidcnte  on  the  other  fide.  He  pretends  to  acconnt  for  the 
vi^Lnt  part  which  that  writer  aLvays  takes  againil  Uniti- 
rians,  from  bis  being  "  himfelf  flrongly  fufpefled  of  Aiiao- 
"  ifm,"  wJien  the  AlhanalJan  dofUine  was  prevalent;  anif 
fiippolts  tijat  he  "  woidd  wifli  to  make  the  moft  of  futi 
"  pretenfioc; 
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'*  pretenfions  to  orthodozj  as  he  had,  and  incline  to  ihew  his 
••  zeal  by  inveftives  againft  thofe  who  were  more  herc- 
"  tical  than  himfelf  ♦."  But  ftill  this  is  reafoning  from 
mere  fuppofition  \  and  the  fup^olition  made  is  deftitnte  of 
a  proper  foundation.  Eufebius  has  been  thus  calumniated 
by  Le  Clelt:  and  other  modem  writers  of  the  Socinian  par- 
ty. Some  of  the  ancients  alfo  fufpeded  him  of  Arianifm  \ 
though,  it  would  feem,  without  fufficient  reafon  But  till  it 
be  proved  that4ie  lay  under  this  fufpicion  by  the  generality 
of  the  orthodox  in  his  own  time,  and  knew  that  he  was 
thus  fufpefted,  we  muft  refufe  tHe  very  foundation  of  Dr 
P.'s  hypothetical  reafoning. 

He  clofes  this  chapter  by  endeavouring  to  anfwer  an  ob- 
jefdion  which  muft  have  occurred  to  every  unprejudiced 
reader,  in  perufing  the  preceding  part  of  his  work :  "  It 
**  may  be  faid,  if  the  majority  of  Chriftians  in  early  times 
**  were  Unitarians,  why  did  they  not  excommunicate  the 
**  innovating  Trinitarians  ?^  To  this  the  Do&or  replies ; 
"  The  dofbine  of  the  Trinity  was  not  in  its  origin,  fuch  as 
«  could  give  much  alarm,  as  I  have  ah:ea<ijr  explamcd." 
The  explanation  referred  to  is,  I  fuppofe,  the  accoynt  given 
from  Juftin,  ^  and  others,  of  the  Son  as  the  Logos  of  the  Fa- 
ther. Our  author  thinks  that  Juftin  **  was  thie  firft,  or 
one  of  the  firft,  who  advanced  the  do£hine  of  the  perma- 
nent perfonality  of  the  Logos  f**'  Therefore,  he  feems 
to  date  the  origin  of  the  doftrine  of  the  Trinity  from  his 
ticqe.  Now,  Dr  P.'s  affertion  muft  meah  that  this  dodriae 
as  taught  by  him,  could  not  *•  give  much  alarm." 

But  though  we  dp  not  find  the  very  term  t^i«$  (as  cor- 
refponding  with  'trinity)  in  any  of  the  works  afcribed  to 
Juftin,  which  are  generally  allowed  to  be  genuine,  we  have 
the  do3rine  clearly  enough  exprefted.  It  has  been  feen 
that,  in  various  parts  of  his  works,  Juftin  expreisly  4eclares 

£  e  4  that 
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that  he  and  his  fellow  Chriftiana  worChipped  three  Perfoos ; 
and  this  may  be  jet  more  fully  proved.  He  declares  lias 
to  heathens  •.  He  evidently  maintains  a  dlltin^on  d 
perfons.  He  fpeaks  of  the  pcrfon  of  the  Holy  Spirit  as  di- 
•flind  from  that  of  the  Fall'er  \  \  and  declares  that  the  Sua 
is  Humtrually  diflinft  from  him  who  made  the  worldt- 
He  acknowledges  that  the  worlhip  given  to  Jeftu  waj  ob- 
jcfted  to  Chriftians  by  thtir  adverlaries,  as  a  proof  that  th^ 
were  fo  mad  as  to  prefer  a  tnuified  ma.n  to  the  uochaIlg^ 
able  and  eternal  God  the  Fathi^r  of  all  §. 

He,  with  equal  plainnel^,  proclaims  the  fame  do&ine  W 
Jews.  Now,  as  according  to  Dr  P.,  the  primitive  Chri- 
ftians  had  precifely  the  fame  ideas  of  the  divine  miity  with 
■the  Jews,  what  objeftions  foever  were  made  to  the  doffainc 
of  the  Trinity,  in  its  origin,  by  the  latter,  mull  alfo  have 
been  made  by  the  former  ;  and  therefore,  whatever  ilinn 
it  gave  to  the  one,  the  fame  it  mull  have  given  to  the  o- 
ther.  Bui  how  does  Trypho  the  Jew  receive  the  dodriu 
of  JuDin  concerning  the  Logos?  It  appears  to  himtobc 
the  introduiSifn  of  a  new  (Jjd.  "  Anfwer  me,"  he  fajs, 
"  how  you  can  prove  that  there  is  another  God,  bcfiJe  ibt 
"  Maker  of  all,"  XHc  {|.  He  compares  the  dodnne  of 
Chrift's  divinity  to  the  folly  of  the  Greeks,  in  aflerting  ihat 
Perfeus  derived  his  origin  from  Jupiter  by  the  virgin  Di- 
nae  »•  . 

Now,  if  this  doch-ine,  in  its  pretended  origin,  gave  fo 
great  alarm  to  Jews  ;  according  to  Dr  P.'s  fyftem,  the  pii- 
oiitiie  ChrilUans  mull  have  been  alarmed  in  the  Came  man- 


■f-    A^m.iiiTBi  «iT(,(    Tt    trnvftn   «    a.-fia^,    ^    airs    »(•«*«  n 
n«T^i>c,    nai  aTS  THiJif,       Dial.   p.  355. 
t  Ibid,  p,  176.  £  Apal.  p.  Go.  \  Dial,  p,  i^^;. 
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ner  and  degree*  Though  it  were  true,  in  his  fenfe,  that 
Juftin  and  the  other  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  held  the  Son  and 
Spirit  to  be  inferior  to  the  fii*ft  perfon ;  it  would  not  in  the 
leaft  invalidate  o\ir  argument.  For  ftill  they  afcribed  to 
them  the  honours  of  deitj,  and  gave  them  religious  wOr- 
ihip. 

Inftead  of  giving  le(s  alarm  in  what  is  called  its  origin,  it 
may  eafily  be  proved  that  this  dodfaine  muft  have  given 
more,  than  in  any  fubfequent  period.  For  univerlal  expe- 
rience teftifies  that  aijy  doflrine,  which  at  firft  view  ftrikes 
at  the  root  of  long-eftablifhed  opinions,  (as  this,  according 
to  Dr  P.'s  hypothefis,  muft  undoubtedly  have  done)  excites 
moft  horror  when  firft  broached.  As  Polycarp,  and  moft 
probably,  many  others,  who  had  heard  the  truth  from  fome 
of  the  apoftles  Aemfelves,  were  alive,  when  Juftin  began 
to  write ;  their  alarm  muft  have  been  in  proportion  to  the 
force  of  the  impreftion  made  by  fiich  indubitable  evidence. 
The  (acred  Scripture  is,  indeed,  the  more  Jure  word  ofpro^ 
pbecy,  fiut  thofe  who  immediately  heard  the.  apoftles, 
could  appeal,  as  to  the  dodrines  they  held,  to  one  kind  of 
evidence  uuknown  in  iucceeding  ages.  They  had  beard 
V)itb  tbeir  ears. 

Dr  P.  adds,  that  this  doSrine  *'  was  not  obtruded  on 
'*  the  common  people,  as  an  article  of  £dth  neceftary  to 
"  their  ialvation,  or  indeed  as  a  thing  which  they  were  at 
**  all  concerned  to  know  *."  That  the  contrary  is  the 
truth,  appears  from  the  very  writings  of  Juftin  Martyr.  For 
he  evidently  makes  the  divinity  of  Chrift  a  fundamental 
article  in  the  whole  of  his  Dialogue.  Tryphq,  indeed,  is 
fuppofed  to  have  been  a  Rabbi,  fiut  fliall  we  thence  con^ 
elude  that  thofe,  who  are  (aid  to  have  introduced  this  doc- 
trine, thought  that  one  faith  was  required  of  the  learned, 

und  another  of  the  unlearned  ? 

What 
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What  Dr  P.  further  obferves  b  equallj  infufficient  n 
ibive  the  diiRcultj : — "  And  before  it  became  verj  formi- 
"  dabk,  tliere  was  a  great  majority  of  the  learned  and  pt 
"  lofopliizing  Chriflians  on  its  fide."  But  it  has  beea  fan, 
fiiat  it  was  falJy  as  obnoxious  and  alamuDg  at  firft,  asil 
could  ever  be ;  becaufe  even  Juftin  urged  the  worlhip  of 
Jefm,  and  the  adverfaries  of  ChiilUana,  both  Jews  aiui 
teathens,  charged  them  with  the  worflup  of  a  man.  If 
thofe  who  were  without  the  church  were  fo  well  acquaint- 
ed with  this  doftrine  ;  if  Jews  were  fo  m\x^  ttlarmtda\ 

.  asi  to  make  it  the  great  objetlion  to  Chrlftianity,  (as  1x^- 
pho  undoubtedly  does)  can  it  be  fuppofcd,  with  the  iesS 
fiiadow  of  reafon,  that  the  whole  body  of  ChrilUans,  liid- 
faftly' adiiering  to  the  apoftolic  doSrine  of  the  JimpU  liuaa- 

•  sit_y,  fliould  take  no  alarm  ^haifoever?  ,  Were  thej  nB 
alarmed,  when  many  of  their  teachers  preached  the  dciij  of 
Chrift,  as  the  only  fcriptural  doiSrine.  Mot  at  all,  our» 
thor  virtually  replies.  They  gave  themfelves  no  troDblti 
Ull  ir  had  "  the  niajority  of  the  learned  on  its  fide."  Then, 
indeed,  like  wife  men,  they  raifed  a  great  outcry,  llifj 
■were  not  afr<iid  of  the  difeafe,  though  its  fymptoms  wen 
ftill  mortal,  till  it  was  evidenify  paft  remedy.  But  wba 
this  was  the  cafe,  they  tried  various  methods  for  e8t:5iii| 
a  cujfe.  Some  left  the  church.  Others  kept  their  ow» 
truly  ordiodox  btlliops,  though  condemned  by  all  disif 
bretltren.  But  as  for  their  predecefTors,  thi 
good  men,  they  were  fo  very  peaceable,  and 
from  thofc  who  followed  them  in  the  fame  faith,  that  [kj 
patiently  fubmitied  to  their  teachers,  while  they,  to  'i* 
ccnvjflion,  held  forth  a  plurality  of  gods.  They  »en 
even  willing  to  join  with  them  in  the  worfliip  of  a  met 
man,  if  they  were  themfelves  fuffered  to 
chufch.     When  one  man,  Theodotus  by  ni 


jugh  migbiT  I 
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neft  as  to  contend  earnefilyfor  the  faith  once  delivered  to  the 
faints^  he,  as  far  as  can  be  learned^  flood  alone.  Though 
he  was  fo  unjufUy  treated  as  to  be  excommunicated,  merely 
for  holding  what  the  great  majority  knew  to  be  the  apoflo- 
Heal  do&iney  we  have  no  evidence  that  he  had  any  adhe* 
irents.  ^or  Dr  P«  ohferves,  that  "  we  have  no  certain  ac- 
^'  count  of  any  feparate  focieticis  of  Unitarians,  till  the  ex- 
f f  communication  of  Paulus/'  fifty  years  after. 


CHAPTER    IV. 

JiireB  Evidence  that  the  primitive  Chrijiians  were  Trini- 
tarians;  with  fome  other  Conjiderations. 

■\4'RLiNDsEy  attempted  to  prove  that  all  the  Fathers 
r^^  of  the  three  firft  centuries  were  Unitarians.     The  ex- 
travagance of  this  claim  has  been  fo  clearly  demonflrated, 
Specially  by  Mr  Burgh,  that  our  learned  author,  the  fel- 
low-labourer of  the  gentleman  formerly  mentioned  in  the 
glorious  work  of  derogating  from  the  Saviour,  has  foimd  it 
neceflary  to  fall  in  his  demands.     As  nothing  can  be  made 
gfthe  Fathers,  he  will  be  content  with  the  children.     He 
'has  granted  that  the  learned,  from  the  time  of  Juftin  at 
leafi,  were  almoft  all  believers  in  the  divinity  of  Jefus. 
£Gs  attempts  to  Ihpw  that  the  majority  of  the  common  peo- 
ple were  Unitarians,  I  have  fully  coniidered ;  and  (hall  now 
Oppofe  fome  direB  evidence  to  what  he  has  produced  under 
this'  name.  ^ 

A  variety  of  paflages  might  be  quoted  from  the  Apofio* 
f£cal  Fathers^  direftly .  proving  that  the  primitive  church 
"^ras  Trinitarian.  But  our  author  holds  himlelf  in  readineis 
t^  pbjed  to  any  evidence  from  theibi  unlels  it  be  in  his  own 

favour. 
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fsvaai.  However,  I  fliall  beg  leave  to  infert  a  [ 
two  from  the  Epiftle  of  the  Church  of  Smyrna,  cal 
the  martyrdom  of  Polycsrp ;  as  its  authenticity  it 
by  Eiifebius.  From  this  Epiftle  we  learn  that  Pi 
when  he  was  at  the  ftake,  addreffed  a  prayer  to  God 
he  concluded  with  this  doxology ;  "  For  all  thiogi, 
"  thee,  I  blefc  thee,  1  glorify  thee,  together  with  I 
"  nal  and  heavenly  Jefus  Chrift,  with  whom,  ud 
"  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  be  glory  koth  now  and  fi 
"  world  without  end.  Amen  ■."  As  Bingham  obC 
sdthough  this  be  read,  as  it  U  recorded  by  Eafebius,  i 
no  iJteration  in  the  fenfe.  For  the  prayer  ftill  co 
with  a  doiology  to  the  three  divine  Perlons  \ — "  By 
"  to  thee,  together  with  him  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  b 
"  both  now  and  for  ever.     Amen  J," 

In  the  fame  Epiftle,  the  Church  of  Smyrna  infbi 
other  churches  to  which  Ihe  wrote,  that  the  Jews  Is 
to  ;hc  Roman  Proconful,  and  inhfted  on  it,  thai  he 
not  deliver  up  the  body  of  Polycarp  to  be  buried, 
Chriftians,  "  leaving  him  who  was  crucified,  ihoul 
"  fliip  the  other.—'  Not  knowing,'  fay  they,  "  tl 
*'  can  never  either  forfake  Chrift,  who  fuffered  for  1 
"  vation  of  the  whole  world  of  them  th^t  are  (aved,  i 
"  for  the  unjuft,  or  worfliip  any  other.  For  we  v 
"  him,  as  being  the  Son  of  God.  But  we  love  tb 
"  tyrs,  according  to  tlieir  defert,  on  account  of  theii 
"P 

n  3oJ»  ^   >TJk,   K,'    S.(     IHl     fHAX.,Tat     «.».»(,        Aun..        Epift. 

Smyrnenfis  ap.  Coteler.  Fatr.  Apoitol.  Vol.  2.  p.  199. 
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^  perabk  regard  to  their  own  King  and  Mafter  *."  Here 
they  diftinguiih,  in  the  cleareft  manner,  between  that  worfhip 
vrhich  the  J  gave  to  Chrift,  and  that  affedion  which  they  had 
Ebr  his  mod  enunent  difciples.  Hence  alfb  it  appears  that, 
even  in  this  early  age,  it  was  well  known  to  the  enemies  of 
the  Chriftians,  that  they  worjQiipped  their  Lord. 

It  has  formerly  been  proved  from  Juftin,  that  faith  in 
the  Trinity  was  required  of  the  moil  rude  and  illiterate,  in 
order  to  their  admiffion  to  baptiim  f .  In  one  of  his  Apo- 
logies, he  (ays  ;  '*  We  adore  and  love  the  Word  of  the  un- 
begotten  and  invifible  God  %."  In  the  other,  he  replies  to 
die  charge  of  Atheiim  in  the  following  manner ;  *'  Him 
(the  Father  of  righteouiheis)  and  that  Son  who  hath  pro- 
^  oeeded  from  him,  and  taught  thefe  things  to  us  and  alfo 
'*  to  that  army  of  others  who  are  his  fervants  and  conform* 
^  ed  to  him,  viz.  the  good  angels,  and  the  prophetical 
^  3pirit,  we  worihip  and  adore,  honouring  them  in  word 
^  and  in  truth,  and  candidly  delivering  thefe  things  to  e« 
^  very  one  who  is  willing  to  be  inftruded,  as  we  ourfelves 
^  have  been  taught  f  .'*     If  all  who  were  acknowledged  to 

be 

Jrj»»    tctvret  mvov,  t;«oC«AAo»Tft;r  xm  m^j^vtrrmit  lalaim^  o»  xat  frq- 
^«r«y,  ^fAAtrr«»f  Hfuvr  i»  ru  irti^o^  >i»ii,Q*Hn' -my^^Ufni   •n  UTl  Top 
•SC^tfftfv  v«Ti  xalaXtTUP   ^ni0-«/M^«,  t«f   vxt^    mg    rn  fraf%f   iM^-^y 
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mk  fut^rv^»Sf  aif  •  fiuhirug   %»i   fu^nTdc;   rv  xt/^iv,   tcyotTrtttcit  a^tafiy 
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be  Cliriftians  did  not  worftiip  the  Son  and  Spirit  as  well 
the  Father,  there  was  an  impious  fallacy  in  the  anl'wei  b 
the  accufations  of  their  enemies,  totally  unworthy  of  ib: 
charafter  of  Juilin,  nay,  ofanyfincere  Chriftian.  Befida 
this  holy  Martyr  declares  that  the  worQiip  of  the  Faitr, 
Son  and  Spirit,  was  inculcated  by  him  and  his  brethren 
every  ope  inclining  to  learn,  that  is,  on  all  who  wilted  w 
qualify  themfeives  for  admiffion  to  the  privileges  of  Chri- 
ftianity.  And  they  inculcated  this,  not  as  an  ianaraliMn 
their  own,  but  as  what  they  had  themfelvei  hten  taunH. 

Afterwards,  in  anfwer  to  the  lame  chargt,  wbeajnfla 
has  oljferved  that  they  rationally  "  (iia  Mvx)  celebrate  lie 
*'  Maker  of  all  things,"  he  adds,  "  And  having,  in  the  fc- 
"  cond  place,  him  who  hath  become  our  inttrudor  in  (itk 
"  things,  and  for  this  end  been  bom  Jefus  Chrifl,  anJ  b«j 
"  crucified  under  Pontim  Pilate,  being  taught  that  he  U  irt- 
"  ly  the  Son  of  God  hlmfelf^— and  the  pro[)hetic3l  Sj»a 
"  in  the  third  order,  we  (hall  fliew  that  wc  honour  the* 
"  rationally.  For  herein  they  charge  us  with  madnelj,  * 
"  ferting  that  we  give  the  fecond  place,  after  the  urchMf 
"  able  and  eternal  God,  to  a  crucified  man  ;  being  ipfr 
"  rant  of  the  myftery  which  is  in  this,  which,  whifc 
"  explain  to  you,  we  beg  your  attention  •," 

Jullin  here  feems  to  fpealt  of  the  order  of  fubtiilcnce, « 
generally  regulating  the  order  of  addrels,  and  not  of  dife- 
cnt  kinds  or  degrees  of  worlhip.  But  this  ts  of  no  ca«- 
quence  to  the  argument ;  as  Dr  P.  denies  that  the  gcM* 

nJit; 

q/lBt  TBUTX,     xai  Ttl  Tl^r    K^?.«>     ITI^IW    Ml     ■{((■■lltfUlVI    O*** 

ayytKtt  r;*"',  xiltn«  Tl  T»  i(i^Ti«i  nCspf*,  ski  CfHtn 
(lit,  Xayu  xm  m\tiiuit  TirtuiTtf,  xat  nitm  SiiKtiutii  ^sfui,  »:  ^ 
izX^it^ii,  B^detu;  nxtah'Sim;,      Apol.  ii.    p.  j6. 
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rality  of  Chriftians,  in  that  «arly  age,  gave  *  any  religions 
adoration  to  the  Son,  or  to  the  Spirit  as  a  diftinA  perfon. 
This  palTage  proves  that  it  was  nnderilood  bj  the  heathen, 
that'Jefus  was  worlhipped  by  Ghriilians  in  general;  aiid 
diat  Juilin  had  no  thought  of  denying  the  charge.  But  he 
accufes  their  enemies  of  ignorance  of  that  myftery,  whicK 
was  the  foundation  of  this  worfliip.  This  is  that  of  the  Son 
being  of  the  fame  efTence  with  the  Father.  For  he  *  imme- 
diately proceeds  to  (hew,  that  he  was  *^  the  Reafon,  and 
**  the  Word  of  God, — ^the  power  of  God,-— and  his  own 
**  Word,;"  as  he  had  already  aflerted  that  he  was  **  truly 
«*  the  Son  of  God  himfelf." 

It  would  be  vain  to  pretend  that  the  Martyr  gives  an  ac^ 
count  of  his  own  pra&ice  only,  and  that  of  a  few  who  were 
«f  his  opinion.  For  the  charge  of  worihipping  a  crucified 
man  was  evidently  exhibited  againft  the  Ghriftians  as  a  bo« 
dy.  If  the  general  faith  and  praftice  had  not  been  corre- 
^ondent  with  thofe  of  Juftin,  he  certainly  would  have  de- 
nied the  charge  as  laid.  He  was  bound  in  juftice  to  do  fo. 
For  as  the  worfhip  of  one  who  had  been  crucified  was  the 
greateft  ob&acle  to  the  progrefs  of  ChrifUanity,  and  pecn- 
liarly  excited  the  indignation  of  their  adverfaries,  whether 
Jews  of  heathens  ;  the  works  referred  to  being  called  Apo* 
hgiesfor  the  Chrifiiani ;  Juftin  was  bound  fairly  to  repre- 
fient  the  faith  and  praftice  of  the  body,  and  not  his  own  pri- 
vate opinions. 

Had  the  majority  been  on  the  Unitarian  fide,  Juftin,  if 
•we  May  believe  our  author,  would  have  been  the  laft  man 
to  have  aded  fuch  a  part  as  he  undoubtedly  does.  For,  ac- 
cording to  Dr  p.,  the  doftrine  of  the  Trinity  "  xvas  not  ob- 
*•  tnided  upon  the  common  people,  as  an  article  of  faith 
"  neceflary  to  their  falvation  ;  or,  indeed,  as  a  thing  that  they 
**  were  at  all  concerned  to  know  ♦,"     According  to  him, 

Juftin's 

♦  Vol.  iii,  p.  317.  ' 
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\  defence  of  his  ovra.  opiaioa  "  has  fufficientl^  ctf 
"  air  of  an  apology,  and  he  even  tntimatea  fome  degrre  i 
"  doubt  with  refpeft  to  it '."     Can  it  be  fuppofed  lliatfa 

morftrf  anii  cnW/i/ a  writer  would  fubjeft  the   whole  chufci 
to  hatred  and  perfeculion,  by   daring  to    publiiK  his 
opinion  as  that  which  was  generally  received  ? 

But  as  he  prefented  thefe  Apologies  to  the  Emperon,  ii 
the  name  of  the  Cliriftian  world,  thtir  contents  mull  htn 
been  generally  known.  Now,  had  they  coniaioed  i 
declaration  of  doftrint-s  not  generally  believed,  or  m 
acknowledgment  of  cuftoma  not  generally  obferved.  MT- 
direftly  oppofed  Co  the  faith  and  pra&ce  of  ttie  majodi;, 
inAead  of  being  venerated  as  the  able  apologitl  of  the  Chn- 
fUans,  he  would  have  been  abandoned  aa  a  bafe  calumniaiDt^ 
wh,o  falfcly  charged  his  friends  with  grot  idolatry ;  if  iw 
denounced  to  thofe  in  power  as  a  traitor,  who  widicd.  * 
unjuft  grounds,  to  esclte  tlic  indignation  of  the  Enipeiur  »■ 
gatntl  them.  Had  Chriflians  in  general  cntcrtuiiurd  tie 
&ine  ideas  concerning  the  faith  and  worlHip  of  the  Tri- 
nity, with  tliofe  who  now  pretend  to  be  th.ir  genuo: 
fucceUors,  and  poiTeffed  but  the  one  half  of  their  ai5iii- 
ity  ;  from  a  laudable  principle  of  felf-defence,  they  wuuH 
have  oppofed  the  pretended  Apologies  of  Juflin,  by  giiif 
a  true  account  of  their  faith  and  woriliip  ;  and  wotdd  h*" 
been  efpecially  careful  to  remove  the  great  fturablin^hlod; 
of  their  adverfaries,  by  Ihewing  that  they  acknowle^ 
God  the  Father  as  tlic  only  objefl  of  their  adoration- 

Juflin,  in  his  Dialogue,  lays  it  down   as  a  firfl  princi[i. 
that  ihe  prophecies  of  the  Okl  Teftament  harmonize  in  i- 
claring  that  the  Meffiali  fiiould  be  God.     Therefore,  wbo 
Tryplio  defires  him  to  prove  that  Jefiis   is  the   MeSias. 
polfpones  this  proof,  till  he  has  advanced  the  other  f. 
the  courfe  of  this  difpute,  it  is  evident  tliat  the  ,docttinc 

•  Ibid.  p.  1E7.  t  I>i»l.  P-  '54. 
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the  divinitj  of  Jefus  is  the  great  ftumbling-block  to  his 
Jewiih  aatagonifb;    Now,  Trypho  and  his  friends  reply 
merely  by  a  contemptuous  &eer ;  then,  by  endeavouring 
Cerioufly  to  confute  the  Martyr's  arguments.    Now,  they 
grant  their  force  in  part ;  but  in  a  litde,  thdy  reprefent  the 
whole  fyflem  as  paradoxical  and  abfiird  *•    Trypho,   at 
leaily  bdbg  a  man  of  learning,  muft  have  knowil  the  doc- 
trine of  the  gene|:«lity  of  Chriftians  on  io  important  a  point; 
Yet,  notwithflanding  all  the  time  confumed  in  this  part  of 
the  argument,  and  all  the  objedions  made,  it  is  never  once 
infimlated  by  him  that  Jufiin's  doftrine  was  an  innovation  a- 
mong  Chriftians,   and  not  generally  believed.     This  ob- 
jefiion  he  undoubtedly  would  have  made,  had  he  known  it 
to  be  well-founded;  as  it  would  not  only  have  ihorten^ 
ed  the  debate,  but  tended  to  filence  hb  adveriary. 
.  When  Trypho  and  his  companions  expreis  their  wiih  tor' 
know  the  proo&  of  the  deity  of  Chrift,  Juftin  replies  that 
dielc  ^  would  appear  ftrange  to  them,  though  they  daily 
^  ig^ad  them }"  adding,  ^*  that  you  may  thence  know  that^ 
*^  on  account  of  your  own  wickednets,  God  bath  with^ 
*^  held  from  you  the  power  of  underfianding  hb  wifdom  in 
^  thefe  words  f  •"    If  Juftin  thought  that  the  knowledge  of 
this  dodrine  was  hid  from  the  Jews  becauie  of  their  wick-^ 
edneis,  could  he  think  or  fpeak  with  much  refpeB  of  thofe 
unongft  profefled  Chriftians,  from  Whom  this  dofirine  was 
equally  hid  ?   Were  they  entitled  to  more  forbearance| 
becaufe  they  wounded  the   Saviour  in  tbt  boufe  of  iiV 
^friends  / 

Vol.  II.  F  f  We 

9  Dial.  p.  %6'J» 

vp^  vfuvr*  ^(  xai  tx  rtiry  avtuiftu  VftMi,  on  hm  m»  Vfim^*9  xoiKtxf 

Ikvtx^v^tf  0  0toi  «f '  viMff  TO  ivitwittt  f9U9  rn*  ropier  tjj»   tf  t«^ 
>070K  «»T4r.     Dial.  p.  274. 
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We  have  Juftin's  true  eftimace  of  fuch  perfons,  in  znoibei 
place,  where  he  contlnaes  his  proof  of  the  deity  of  Cbr&. 
After  proving  that  two  dtvine  perfons  are  mentioned  a  en* 
gaged  in  the  deftni£tion  of  Sodom,  he  fubjoins ;  "  And  «• 
"  gain,  when  the  word  decUres  that  God  in  ifae  beginning 
"  laid,  Behold,  Adam  ii  become  at  one  of  ut  t  this  expref- 
*'  fion.  nt  one  of  ut,  even  this  is  dedaratlve  of  numher. 
*'  But  thefe  words  are  not  to  be  underilood  figuratively,  » 
"  the  fophilb  attempt  to  explain  them,  who  caa  neither  U- 
'*  tcr  nor  underitand  the  truth  ■." 

It  is  evident  that,  during  tiie  difpute,  Trypho  ftiU  «» 
fons  as  a,  Socinian  would  do  in  our  own  times,  and  JnfliD 
replies  like  one  who  has  no  title  to  the  honourable  appeOa- 
tion  of  a  rational  btlie'Der.  "  You  attempt,"  the  Jew  tji. 
"  to  demonftrate  a  thing  incredible  and  nearly  impoflible, 
"  that  God  iJiould  fuhmit  to  be  bom,  and  lo  become  mao." 
"  If  I  attempted  to  prove  this,"  the  Qmple  Chriftian  refditt, 
"  by  human  do^rinea  and  arguments,  you  ought  b^  m 
"  means  to  bear  with  me.  But  iince  I  have  again  and  i- 
"  gain  mentioned  fo  many  paiTages  of  Scripture  expreflivc 
"  of  this,  as  it  is  reafonable  to  believe  that  you  acknow- 
"  ledge  them,  you  become  obdurate  againft  the  knowledge 
"  of  the  mind  and  will  of  God.  But  if  you  are  refol««l 
"  to  continue  in  this  fituation,  it  can  do  me  no  injury.  Bni 
"  1  fliall  leave  you.  Hill  holding  the  fadie  fendroeots  I  held 
f  before  we  met  +'. 

In  another  place,  Juftin  having  demonfirated  from  Plal- 
xlv.  that    Chrift   is  "  God,  and  the  objeA    of  woHbip,' 

plaiolj 

Ai»n  yv/sm  »;  m  .J  ny-nt.  r«  h,  an  ut  \\  HjKOt,  ui  auT>  Af/lfur 
Sii\itT,w  \rit,  ah.x'  u  ^fov^Mylr,t  j(j^^'rit  HI  Xayn,  m  i|«yiiff(» 
iir'X"i'""'  *>  "Si"*',    *«i  fisSi  hiytf  tut  oMiwf,  (i^t  tin  fc- 

■"f =""■      Dial,  p.  3_iS.  3J9, 
t  Ibid,  p.  15)1,  ip3. 
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^ainly  intiiDated  that  thk  was  ackaowledged  by  all  vmo  wete 

accounted  Chriftiaiis.     For  he  adds ;  '<  And  that  the  .W<Mr4 

^  of  God  if«aks  to  them  who  believe,  as  being  one£)Ulf 

'*  and  ooe  fynagogniiy  and  one  dmrcb,  eveii  to  the  choxcb 

*'  as  to  a  daa^toer  iiegotten  from  his  name,  and  bearing  - 

'f .  this  vcarjr  namie.  (for  we  are  all  called  Chriitians)  the 

:    ^  w^xfda  in  Uku'mamiei:  clearly  declare."    Then  he  quotes, 

'    SUorhm^  O  da^gbtiTf  &c  *•     Had  the  generality  of  Cbri- 

t    ftians  refiUied  the  worfliip  of  tl|e  Son  as  idolatry ,  Trypho's 

n^ly  was  at  bandr  that  this  exposition  was  contrary  to  the 

'•:    gfBanl  fiidi  of  the  ehurch.    It  is  not  ihppoiable  that  be 

]rilO  9l>|eded  the  offeafive  pra&ice  of  the  Gnoftics,  would 

have  overlooked  diis>    Had  there  been  a  difference  of  &n* 

tinaient  on  this  head,  among  thofe  who  called  tfaem&lvea 

"   pm  dbmtcb^  be  would  have  given  the  lie  to  Jnftin,  when  he 

r    d^»fbr3)ed  thein  as  ^uefouL 

Bttl  on  the  coatrafj,  Trypbo  attmits  this  as  the  £uth  of 

Qentife  Cbriftians  at  leafliv  without  any  exception.    For  he 

filja;  ^  Be  it  fo,  that^  as  tbeie  icriptares  fignify,  he  is  ac* 

z  ^  knowkdged.  the  Lord,  and  Chrift,  and  God,  of  you  Gen*- 

.    **'  tiles,  who  aUb  all  affed  to  be  called  Chriftians  from  hb 

'    **  name.    But  we,  being  the  worfhippers  oi  that  very  Qod 

^  who  made  this  perfon,  have  no  occafion,  either  to  con« 

r    "  fefe,  or  to  adore  him  f-" 

Ff2  As 

Ibid.  p.  287. 

UtittvHt  «<  «<  yf'tf**  ^nfiamwn,  oi  T«yfr  xat  axo  r»  tv»/MBr«(  ftvrv  Xf/* 
rmwi  nmkturBai  9'arrti  •0>;)^iixaTts' .  nfcttt  It,  r«  Oiv  t«  xci  «vr0v  rimt 
voinrawTo,  xarptvrai  •irts,  n  If/Ki6«  tng  ofAoKoytrng  aytf$,.  wit  rng  wf4' 
n|fr9#Ki(.  •  Ibid. 


Ab  Thcophilus,  who  was  cotemporary  with  JoftiD  Mir- 
tyt,  aflcrts  tbe  doftrine  of  the  Trinity,  wc  may  taStAj  a- 
fcr  that  both  he  and  the  church  of  Antioch,  over  whtcb !» 
prefided,  adored'the  Three-one  God.  Speaking  of  the  citi- 
tion,  he  (ays ;  "  The  three  days,  which  preceded  the  fiir- 
"  mation  of  the  Inminariea,  reprefent  the  Trinity,  God, 
"  and  his  Word,  and  his  Wifdom  ••"  Tbe  Chrooide  rf 
Alexandria  has  preferved  an  extraft  from  the  Apology  of 
Melito,  Bifhop  of  Sardis,  a  writer  of  the  {aine  age,  whi^ 
clearly  Jhews  the  nature  of  the  ChrifKaa  worihip.  "  We 
"  are  not,"  he  (ays,  "  worQiippers  of  Hones,— but  we  m 
"  worihippers  of  the  one  God,  who  is  before  all,  vA 
' "  in  all,  in  his  Chrift,  Irho  ie  truly  God,  the  attml 
«  Word  t." 

Although  Tatian,  after  tfte  deatb  of  his  mafler  ^iSSt, 
adopted  feveral  abfurd  and  hereucal  opinions,  yet  as  he  bv 
tiever  been  accufed  of  error  as  to  the  object  of  wurlhip,  he 
may  be  fuAained  as  a  fufficient  witnels  on  this  fubjed;  h 
reply  to  the  accufations  of  the  lieathen,  he  fays  ;  "  We  d« 
"  not,  O  Grecians,  aft  the  part  of  foob,  nor  do  we  tdl 
"  you  idle  flories,  when  we  declare  that  God  was  bom  a 
*'  the  human  form  J." 

Athenagfln;, 

•  arainai  xui  aj  rjiir  n/iipti  «■(•  T«r  ^umija*  ytytimai,  n- 
vol    Hni  T«t   TjiaJot,   TB  SiH,  jEBi   TK  htyu  camif  <t«i    ■nif   nfim 

•VTV.     Tbeophil.  ad  Autolyc.  lib.  ii>  p.  94. 

\  1  can  iafert  tbe  paflage,  only  as  it  is  given  bj  Spni' 
he'.m,  partly  in  tbe  Greek,  and  partly  translated  into  Latin. 
Non  fumus  cultores  lapidum,  »3iftii<>  «r*<ri»  tx*'t-^,  icd  trfu 
S^TUKStTai  folius  Dei  qui  eft  ante  omnia,  et  in  omnrba;,  t/r^ 

■Ti  TV  Xfi^TU  auTV,    e>Tv(  SiH  At/ya  irfs  rui  twnit.      ChrOD.  A- 

lexandr.  Olymp.  ccxxxvi.  p,  259.     Ed.  R.  ap.  Spaabeia- 
Hift.  Cbrift.  p.  610. 
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AthenftgoraSi  who  flourifhed  A.  177.  refutes  the  charge 
«£  the  heathen,  in  the  &me  manner  as  Juflin  Martyr.  ^*  Who 
'*  is  riot  filled  with  admiration,"  he  ikys,  ^  that  we  who 
^'  declare  God  the  Father,  and  God  the  Son,  and  the  Ho- 
^  I7  Spirit,  (hewing  both  the  power  of  their  unity,  and 
^  the  diftinAion  of  their  order,  ihould  be  called  perverie 
**  ftthd^*  ?**  ^  We^^ire  not  atheifls,  who  reckon  as  God 
^  the  Maker  of  the  «uver&,  and  his  Word  who  proceedeth 
^  firom  him  f.'* 

We  have  farmerlj  confidered  the  various  atteftations  gi- 
Ten  by  Irenseus,  as  to  the  faith  of  the  univerlal  church  in 
his  time ;  from  which  it  clearly  s^ppears  that  Jefus  was  ac- 
Juiowledged  as  die  objed  of  worflup.  « 

There  is  no  occafion  to  prove  that  Clemens  Alexandrinus 
was  a  Trinitarian.  This  is  undeniaUe.  But  it  is  evident 
Aat  he  had  no  idea  of  the  majority  of  Chriitians  in  the  Ca* 
Iholic  church  being  Unitarians,  or  of  peribns^  known  to  be 
c£  this  principle,  bemg  fufiered  in  her<onmiunion.  He 
flourifhed  towards  the  latter  part  of  the  lecond  centi^y; 
and  he,  in  d^  ftrongeft  terms,  declares  the  unii/  of  the 
church,  in  his  time.  *^  From  thefe  things,"  he  fays,  '*  it 
^  is  evident,  in  my  opinion,  that  the  true  church  is  cme, 
**  that  which  is  truly  primitive,  to  which  thofe  belong  who 
**  are  juft  according  to  fHre-ordination.  For  as  there  is  one 
^  God,  and  one  Lord,  there&re  aifo  that  which  is  honour* 

F  f  3  "  able 

iu9  tf  atB'^u^it  fto^^n  yty^nvm  »«7a77i^AerTSf*     Tatiaa.  cont* 
GrsBCos,  p.  ij^. 

*  Tfs  vv  vx  «v  airofntrut,  Myovrat  ^ftv  wartftt  xut  utov  d't«v  ikmi  *uv 
fui  uyiov,  Sunvwraf  avrctv  x«i  mv  cv  rn  tuorti  IwufAtv,  »«i  r»v  tv  r« 
Tcff I  Itatpta-tVf  tutvcat  a9nf  x«xvfciviv«r  i  Athenagor.    Legatio^  p.  1 1. 

Mil  r99  W9t^*  «(V7V  Aoyon     Ibidt  p>  34* 
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"  able  in  the  higheft  degree  has  the  commendation  of  nni- 
"  ty,  being  an  imitation  of  the  one  beginning.  Therefore 
•*  nnitj  of  nature  is  given  by  lot  to  the  one  cjiurcfa,  which 
**  faerefies  attempt  to  divide  into  many.  Therefore,  with 
^  refped  to  fubiiHence,  &nd  fentiment,  and  beginning, 
"  and  Ciiceilence,  we  nffert  that  the  ancient 'and  Catholic 
"  church  is  one,  in  the  nnity  of  one  &ith,  according  to  het 
"  proper  teAaments,  or  rather,  according  to  that  teflament 
"  which  is  one,  with  the  difference  of  time  only  ;  thu 
"  church, — in  which  are  gathered  together,  by  the  will  of 
"  one  God,  through  one  Lord,  thofe  who  have  been  al- 
"  reedy  ordained,  whoin  God  hath  prcdeftinated,  baviig 
"  kilon'n  them,  as  thofe  who  would  be  juA,  before  tbt 
"  foundation  of  the  world.  But  the  excellence  of  the  churcli. 
"  as  bfinj;  the  principle  of  conjunftion,  conlifls  in  hu  u- 
"  nity,  furpsfling  all  other  things,  and  having  nothing  of 
"  the  fame  kind,  or  equal  to  herfelf  •," 

Then  he  proceeds  to  fpeak  of  the  diSarent  claJTes  of  b^ 
retics ;  among  whom  he  reckons  the  Phrygians  and  Ptra- 
(id.  £lfcwbefe  fpeaking  of  herecica,  ho  Ikyv  ;  "  Tatie 
"  are  they  who  from  the  beginning  have  left  the  cbnrcL 
"  But  he  who  falla  into  herefy,  pafTes  through  a  wil(lenie£i 
"  wherein  there  is  no  water,"  /i^ppijmg  to  tltem  the 
words  of  the  wife  man,  accordiqf  to  the  Septuagint  veriiaa 
of  Prov.  ix.  a8.  he  fays  that  (the  firangt  •wattr  fpokea  of 
is  heretical  baptifm,  which  he  denies  to  be  *'  propn  and 
"  genuine  water  f." 

As  Clemens  prefided  over  the  famoDs  fchool  of  AlexaO' 
dria  for  the  inltru^on  of  youth  in  the  principles  of  reli- 
gion, if  the  majority  of  ChrilHans  had  then  been  Unita- 
rians, efpecially  if  they  had  abotmdcd  as  much  in  Africa  a> 
is  pretended  by  Dr  P.,  it  ia  inconcAvable  thxtchurch-nKm- 

bet^ 
J>  Siromac.  lib.  \i\.  p.  54^.         j  Str^BUC  lib.  L  p.  ajl,  tjj. 
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beis  would  have  fiibmitted  to  have  their  children  iofboded 
in  juinciiiles  £6  contrary  to  their  own,  and  initiated  in  a 
worihip  which  they  muft  have  accounted  idolatrous.    His 
Fadagogus  may  be  coofidered  as  examplifying  the  suumet 
in  which  he  taught  thole  entrufled  to  his  care.    For  near 
the  dofe,  he  u£es  this  addreft ;  '*  O  fofter-children  of  Uet. 
^  fed  inftruftion,  kt  us  fill  up  the  beautifbl  perjfon  of  the 
<*  drarchy  and  as  children  run  to  our  good  mother ;  and  if 
«  we  become  hearers  of  the  Word,  let  us  glorify  the  blefled 
<<  CBConomyr  by  whidi  man  (sroiiaytfystToi)  is  indeed  trained 
<*  up,  andiandified  as  a  little  child  of  God.-— The  Logos  ad:! 
*<  and  teaches,  and  inftruds  in  all  things. — He  governs  the  , 
^  date,  prefides  over  agriculture,  rules  suid  minifters,  and  is 
^  the  univerial  archited. — This  is  that  Logos :  This  is 
^  the  PedagogHe  (or  Inftmdor)  the  Creator  of  man,  and 
^  of  the  world,  and  by  the£e  means  now  alio  the  Inflrudor 
of  the  world;  by  whofe  command  we  both  ftand  togev 
ther,  waiting  the  judgment. — ^What  then  remains,  after 
fuoh  a  panegyric  of  the  Logos.     Let  us  pray  to  the  Lo- 
*^  gos.     Be  propitious  to  thy  children,  O  Pedagogue,  Fa- 
^  ther,  Diredor  of  Ifrael,  Son  and  Father,  both  one.  Lord. 
'*  Grant  that,— •pndfing  night  and  day,  even  to  the  perfed 
"  day,  we  may  give  thanks  to,  and  pndfe,  the 'Only  Fa- 
^^  ther  and  Son,  the  Son  and  Father,  the  Pedagogue,  and 
'*  the  Son  the  teacher,  with  the  Holy  Ghoft,  all  m  6ne ; 
^'  in  whom  are  all  things  \  through  whom  a^  aU  things  in 
one;  through  whom  is  eternity,  of  whom  we  are  all 
members ;  whofe  is  glory,  eternity ;  t<o  him  who  is  in 
<*  all  things   good,    in    all    things    beautiful,   i^ver&lly 
*•  wife  and  juft,  to  whom  be  glory  both  now  and  for  ever. 
**  Amen." 

.;..        Ff4  Then 
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Then  he  calls  his  difclples  to  join  with  him  in  celebraiing 
the  Logos  by  a  hymn  of  praife.  Here  he  ufes  the  follow- 
ing language;  "  Gather  together  thy  (implc  children  to 
"  praife  in  a  holy  manner,  to  celebrate  without  gtiiJe— 
"  Chrift  the  Leader  of  children,— Eternal  Logos,  Infinite 
"  Age,  Eternal  Light,  Fountain  of  mercy,  %Sc.  Filled 
"  with  the  dew  of  the  Spirit,  let  us  fing  together  fincerc 
"  praifes,  genuine  hymns,  to  Chrifl;  our  King.— Let  us  at 
"  the  fame  time  praife  the  God  of  peace  •." 

We  have  feen  how  great  a  handle  Dr  P.  makes  of  a 
fingle  exprcflion  of  Tertnllian,  as  if  it  were  an  undoubied 
proof  that,  in  his  time,  the  majority  were  Unitarians.  Ii 
has  been  proved  that  it  cannot  bear  this  ineaning.  But  if 
any  doubt  remain  with  the  reader  let  Tertnllian  faimfelf  re- 
move it.  In  his  work  againfl  the  Jews,  after  mentioning 
almoft  every  nation  in  the  world,  he  has  this  linking  pif- 
fage  ;  "  But  the  kingdom  of  Chrift  is  every  where  eilend- 
•'  ed,  and  his  Name  ;  it  is  every  where  believed,  it  is  wor- 
"  Jbippeii 

Ji  i^K luETii;,   (lit'  n^i^r,   ii(  Til   nXuar  vfu^xt,  ainnnc 

ta    s-stra'  fi*    o    Tie    -xaita.  ■>'   3i    ei    to    si>,    u    ^iAi]    «>rri('  • 

Pxdagog.  lib.  ill.  p>  195. 


Tm  tf«(  afrtiK 

,...^«.  J(0„,- 

««.««    K^Uf", 

lf.X.xA«|MI.<l,, 

di>li>  ayiui, 

«1.BS    HfdAlU, 

<'^lll.  oJgAwt, 

Uf«H(     BT^fOK, 

>ri..J«.  .>iff.fa 

Xfifif. 

e,T,>..  Xj.f* 

hi-ya  oiiax. 

fllATI^II    0^. 

«ti»  «jr\iT.(, 

faXi/tu  cftu  &tH  iifttf 

fM  ■xVr, 

Ibid.  p.    195,   1^6. 
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^  (hipped  by  all  the  nations  above  enumerated ;  he  reigns 
**  every  where,  he  is  adored  every  where ;  he  is  alike 
^*  to  ally  a  king  to  all,  a  judge  to  all,  and  to  all  a  God  and 
«  Lord  ♦••• 

Aga^  after  fpeaking  t>f  the  fuflferings  of  Ghrift,  and  of 
the  defbmdion  of  Jerufalem,  he  fays ;  **  Behold  all  nations 
^  henceforward  emerging  from  the  gulf  of  human  error,  to 
**  the  Lord  God  the  Creator,  and  to  God  his  Chrift  f." 
And  afterwards ;  **  For  this  day  the£e  nations  invoke 
*<  Chrift  who  did  not  know  him  J." 

Would  Tertullian  have  ventured  to  affert  fuch  things, 
whatever  ihould  be  thought  of  his  probity,  and  to  make 
liich  appeals  to  the  Jews,  the  moft  bitter  enemies  of  Chrifti- 
nity,  and  well  acqusdnted  with  its  .doftrines ;  had  they  not 
been  well-founded  ?  Had  thefe  nations,  or  the  majority  of 
Chriftians  among  them,  believed  Jefus  to  be  a  mere  man ; 
would  the  Jews  have  been  at  any  lofs  for  an  anfwer  ?  If 
TertuUian  proceeded  on  &lfe  grounds,  it  not  only  deftroys 
bis  credibility  as  a  writer,  bat  is  totally  inconfiftent  with 
the  acknowledged  ftrength  of  his  underftanding. 

The  fiune  wrirer,  in  his  Apology  addrefl*ed  to  the  Ro- 
man Emperor,  fpeaking  of  the  prejudices  of  the  heathen 
againft  Chriftianity,  fays ;  "  But  the  vulgar  aUb  are  now 
^*  taught  to  confider  Chrift  as  fome  man  whom  the  Jews 
**  condemned,  that  they  may  more  eaiily  confider  us  as 

**  worfhippers  | 

*  Chrilli  autem  regnum  et  nomon  ubique  porrigitur,  ubique  creditur,  % 
«b  omnibus  ge ntibus  fupr^  enomeratis  coiitur,  nbique  regnat,  ubique  a- 
doratur :— >omnibus  equalis,  omnibus  rex,  omnibus  judex,  omnibus  Oeut 
^t  Dominus.    Adveif.  Judseosr  c.  7.  p.  139. 

f'Afpice  univerfas  nationes,  de  voragine  erroris  hnmani  exindc  emer* 
gentes  ad  Dominum  Deim  Creatorem,  et  ad  Deum  Chriftum  ejus.  Ibid^ 
c.  II.  p.  145* 

I  Chriftnm  enim  inTOcafit  nationes^  qpi  eum  non  fciebant.    Ibid,  ad 
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"  worfliippers  of  a  man.  But  we  are  neither  alhained  at 
•*  Chrifl,  as  ic  is  oui  iieligbt  to  be  debafed  and  ccmdcouKi 
"  for  his  late  ;  nor  do  we  entertain  any  other  apprehni&m 
,  •'of  God.  It  is  therefore  neceffary  to  fay  a  few  thinp 
**  cxjoceming  Chrift,  as  the  whole  icfpefla  God,"." 

Hence,  it  b  evident  thM  the  Chriflians  were  tmduccd 
thoCe  in  power  as  worQuppers  of  a  man  ;  and   that  this  < 
lutnny  was  fo  generally  fpread,  as  to  gain  credit  even  anuog 
the  vulgar  heathen.     If  the  worilup  of  Jefus  bad  not  kca 
^neral  among  Chrlllians,  TertuUian,   whatever  might  bi 
the  ideas  or  praOice  of  »  few,  would  have  denied  the  daatp 
MS  afit^ng  the  body.     He  was  bound  in  jullice  to  dcdan, 
that  the  bulk  of  Chriltians  believed  hiin  to  be  a  mere 
and  that,   for  this  f^ood  reafon,  they  did  not  worMp 
But  when  he  fays,  "  we  do  not  blufti  for  Cfarlft,"  he  plaiiil;f 
means  that  they  were  not  aihamed  of  worlhippisg  him. 
Ee  only  denies  the  charge  as  founded   upon  the  idea  i 
.Chrift  being  a  mere  man.    For  be  immediately  proceeds  t» 
Yindicate^this  worihip  by  ftiewing  that  he  is  God. 

Minucius  Felix,  who  floiiriflied  A.  220.  takes  noi 
the  fame  calumny.  "Ye  are  greatly  miftaken,"  heiajs 
"  in  afcrjbing  to  our  religion  the  worihip  of  a  guilij'  nun 
"  who  was  cnu:ifieii ;  and  in  thinking,  either  that  a  guillJ 
"  man  iliould,  or  that  a  mere  man  could,  be  acknowkdpil 
"  by  us  as  God.  He  is  mifcrable  indeed  who&  hope  ii 
"  wholly  in  a  mortal  man  !  For  his  help  perilhes,  with  ibt 
"  deftiutiion  of  the  mortal  nature  +." 


•  Sed  «  vb! 

IM  jam  fcit  ChH<tum.  ut  mliijurm   hominem  cjDiIeB  J<- 

d;.ij.dic,>.>^ 

nt.  quo  facriius  quit   00s   bominii    ruHorts  ciiSiirnnA 

e  Chitllu  cnibelriiiJUt.  t]uuDi  fuh  coniinc  cjui  ^cpidsia 

dBmnarijumt, 

icquede  Dm  eUter  piailiimimui.     KcceQe  eft  igiuu  ;» 

cade  Ciul&o, 

t  dc  Ufo  toium,     Apolcg.    c.  11.  p.  so. 

\  Nin  yuod  religionj  poAik  bcicuieiD  noxium,  eiciDccacJHUc'^' 
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I  The  £uth  and  worfiup  of  ChrUtians  in  general,  in  the  days 
s  of  Oiigen,  may  be  certainly  learned  froin  hi9  work  againft  Cel- 
ifvof.  We  have  already  given  (everal  extrads  from  diis  work, 
ion  the  fame  head  *;  and  therefore,  ihall  add  afewonlj*  Celfus 
'  had  objeded  that  they  worihipped  Jefiis^  whom  he  impioufly 
t  dUs  a  mere  npftaru .  Origen  grants  that  they  did  worfliip 
;lwt  i  bnt  denies  that  they  worihipped  a  man,  or  one  of  the 
{Bliiufters  (tf  God.  For  after  declaring  our  Sayiour's  Unity 
;  of  eflSoice  with  the  .Father,  he  adds ;  **  Therefore^  we  wot-. 
;^  ihip  one  Gk>d,r-!-the  Father,  and  the  Son ;  and  we  inva- 
!^  riaUy  oppofe  that  of  all  others  ;  and  we  do  not  exalt  one 
'^  to  the  highest  honours,  who  is  an  upihirt,  as  having  had  . 
,.  **  DO  former  exiftence.  For  we  believe  him  when  he  lays, 
;  '*  Mrfor€  Abrabmm  was,  lam.^^Tht  one  God,  and  his  only 
'^Son,  and  Wosdf  and  Image,  to  the  utmoft  of  our  power, 
,  '*  we  worihip  i^ith  fnpplix:ations  aud  honours,  offering  pray* 
.  '^  CCS  to  the  God  of  the  univerfe,  through  his  only  begot- 
'^  ttu ;  to  whom  we  firft  preient  theie,  intreating  that  he, 
"  who  is  the  propitiation  for  our  fins,  may  deign,  as  our 
**  high  prieft,  to  o£kr  up  our  prayers,  and  oblations,  and  in« 
'•  tetceifions  to  (Jod  over  all  t*" 

It  is  remarkable  that,  in  this  very  place,  Origen  intro- 
Inoes  that  exception,  from  which  our  author  attempts  to  ' 
^rove  that  Unitarians  were  tolerated  in  the  communion  of 
ihe  £uthfiil;  **  Be  it  ib,  that  fome,  as' in  the  multitude  of 
^"^  tlieni  whp  believe,  and  who  are  fubjeded  to  diflperence, 
«  through  their  temerity  a^irm  that  ihf  Saviour  is  God  over 

'  '         «alL" 


loDg9  de  vicinia  veritatis  erratis,  qui  putatis  Deu  mcredi,  aot  meruii^ 
Me  noxium,  aut  potuifle  terrenum.  Nsb  ille  miferabilis,  cujas  in  hooikie 
anoruli  rpes  emois  inmtjtur;  totuiii  enim  ejot  aiuiliiim,ciimestiii(£lo  bo* 
mame  finitur.    Minucii  OAavius,  p.  a  So. 

#  Scr  above,  p.  i7f  >  Ax.  f  Cont.  CdU*.  lib.  viii.  p.  384.  . 
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^V  *'  all  •."  It  has  been  fhewn  that  thb  pafla 

^^■^^  what  Dr  P.  wiftiea  -}■ ;  and  it  is  evident  that,  at  any 
^^^^^K  Tcdljr  oppofes  his  main  point,  which  is  to  prove  that  ttu  «■ 
^^^^^1  tiginal  dodrioe  was  ihat  of  ^^Jimplt  humanity. 
^^^^^B  The  pa0age  quoted  above  not  only  dcmoollrates  whtt 
^^^^^V  the  faith  and  piadice  of  the  majority  |were,  in  the  time  d 
^^^^^H  Origen,  but  certainly  {hews  what  they  wer«  well  Imom 
^^^^^  to  be  a  century  before,  as  Celfus  was  cotemporary  wici 
^P  Adrian.     Then  it  was  fo  well  known  tbat    the  Chiiihaii 

^1  worlliipped  Jefus,  as  to  be  a  calumny  againft  tbem,  pnxenl- 

^1  ing  from  the  more  learned  heathen.     Thence   Celfus  Up; 

H  "  Ifthefe  men  indeed  worlhipped  no  other  God,  they  mi^ 

H  "  ieem  jnlUy  to  defpife  others.     But  now  they  faperlatin^ 

^L  *'  worlhip  one  who  has  made  his  appearance  of  late ;  aai 

Hk  "  fancy  that  they  are  chargeable  with  no  -ofience  againi 

^^L  "  God,  while  they  adore  his  miniQer  X"     It  ia  unneceSii; 

^^^^^H  to  repeat  the  language  afctibed  to  the  Jew  whom  he  intro- 
^^^^^H  duces,  as  addrelTing  his  countrymen  who  bad  embnnd 
i^B^^^^  Chriftianity.  But  had  it  not  been  generally  known  ibat 
the  Chriftiaa  church,  in  the  reign  of  Adrian,  held  Chriflw 
te  God ;  had  not  this  been  conftantly  objected  bj  vt- 
believing  Jews ;  will  Dr  P.  pleafe  to  inform  us,  ho*  it 
could  have  occurred  to  an  heathen  philofopher  to  introduce 
9  Jew  as  exhibiting  fuch  charges  againfl  Chriftians? 

In  the  fame  work,  we  have  another  remarkable  teftini* 
ny  to  the  Catholic  faith  concerning  Chrift.  Origen,  ^>e»k- 
ing  of  the  aOertion  of  Jofephus  the  Jewilh  .hiftorian,  wh» 
afcrfbes  the  dellruftion  of  Jerulalem  to  the  miuder  ef 
I  James  the  Jult,  fays ;  "  Is  it  not  more  probable,  that  this 
"  took  place  on  account  of  Jefus  Chrift,  of  wholf  divinilj 
"  fo  many  churches  of  men,  who  have  been  delivered  baa 
**  the  pollution  of  the  wicked,  arc  witnelTes  •." 

Wba 
•  Ibid,  p.  3B7.        t  Sm  above,  p.  336-        t  Cont.  Celf-  lib.  ii-  p.  *<■ 
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When  this  writer  elfewhere  fpeaks  of  fbme  who  were 
perplexed  aboat  the  doftrine  of  the  Trinity,  though  ^y 
may  feem  to  be  included  in  the  general  name  of  believers, 
we  are  not  to  conclude  that  they  were  really  accounted 
fuchy  and  &r  lels  that  they  conftituted  the  majority.  In 
•ther  places,  he  gives  them  their  real  diarader.  **  When 
^  you  confels  one  God,"  he  fays,  ^*  and  afiert,  in  the  lame 
^  confieffion,  diat  the  Father,  and  Son,  and  Spirit,  are  one 
^  God,  how  perplexed,  how  difikult,  how  inextricable,  does 
^  (his  lleem  to  the  mAetieviug  !  Again,  when  yon.  fay  that 
"  die  Lord  of  glory  was  crucified,  and  that  it  was  the  Son 
^  of  man  who  defcended  from  heaven,  ^How  perplexed  !* 
^  cries  he  who  hears,  hut  bears  not  with  faitb.  *  How 
*  difficult  do  thefe  things  appear  V  *'  becaufe  they  are  them- 
^  lelves  in  an  error.  But  do  thou  hold  faft,  nor  entertain  a 
*^  doubt  concerning  this  faith,  knowing  that  Gpd  hath  ihewed 
^  this  way  of  £uth  to  thee<*.' -  And  again  ;  ^  There  are  fome 
^^  indeed,  who  make  a  declaration  concerning  the  Father, 
^  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  but  not  injinctrity^  nor  in 
*'  truth.  Such  are  all  heretics^  who  indeed  profels  the  Fa- 
^*  ther,  and  Son,  and  Spirit,  but  not  in  a  right  and  believing 
^  manner.  For  they  either  feparate  the  Son  froni  the  Fa- 
^  ther,  that  they  may  afcribe  pne  nature  to  the  Father,  and 
**  another  to  the  Son ;  or  they  erroneouily  confound  them,  by 

"  thinking 

* 

T9K  ;^vaf*$  T«»  xttxtff  vcxXn^tm,     Cent*  CelH  1*  i.  p.  35,  36* 

*  Cum  tonfitearis  unum  Deum,  eadeinqne  confeffione  Patreio,  et  Fi- 
lium,  et  Spiritum  San^um  alTeris  uoum  Deum,  quam  tortuofiun,  quain 
difficile,  quam  inextricabile  videtur  hoc  tfte  infidelibus !  Tu  deinde  com 
dicis  Dominum  majefhttis  cracifizam,  et  Filium  hominis  efle  qai  defcen^ 
dit  de  ccelo,  quam  tortuofa  haec  videntor,  et  quam  dtfficilia  !  qui  audit^ 
i!  non  cum  fide  audiat,  dicit ;  quia  errant  ipii.  Sed  tu  fizus  e'lo,  nee  dui 
bites  de  hujuimodi  fide,  fciens  quia  Deas  tibi  oftendit  hanc  fidti  y^jaim. 
#rig.  in  £xod.  Homil.  vi«  vol.  i*  pi  44. 


1 
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*'  thinking  to  make  of  three  a  compound  God,  or  by  (up- 
"  pofing  only  three  diiferent  names.  But  he  who  ri^j 
"  conf^fles  the  tnttb,  wUl  Indeed  afcribe  to  the  Father,  Sw 
**  and  Holy  Ghof),  their  dtfbndt  properties,  but  confels  ttix 
"  there  is  no  difference  as  to  nature  or  fubftance  • . " 

Speating  of  the  ordinance  of  baptifm,  as  iinderftood  bj 
the  church  in  geoeraJ,  he  fays  ;  "  When  we  come  to  die 
"  grace  of  baptifm,  renouncing  ail  other  gods  and  lords,  n 
*'  acknowledge  one  God  only,  the  Father,  the  Son,  indde 
."Holy  Spirit +."  And  again ^  "  I  beliere  th«  faiti)  B 
"  the  Father,  Son  and  Holy  Spirit,  vjhieb  is  Mined  if  til 
"  who  are  ttnitid  to  tht  church  of  GadX-"  If  either  tk 
majority  were  Unitarians,  or  if  Umtiuians  were  ooD&knd 
ai  cburch-niembers,  I  wiih  to  know  firom  our  autiWT,  he* 
we  are  to  underftand  fuch  paiTages  ? 

According  to  Dr  P. 'a  hypothefis,  ^hu  sre  we  to  atlkt 
of  the  languageof  Cyprian,  the  cotemporary  of  Oii^I 
"He  (Chrifl)  is  our  God,  that  is  not  of  aJ],  but  the  Gd 
"  of  the  faithful  and  believing,  who  (hall  not  keep  JilcKC, 
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^  when  he  (haU  be  maoifefted  in  hb  fecond  coming ;  fior  sa 
.  **  he  was  formerly  hid  in  his  hnmiliatioo,  be  (ball  come  am* 
■  •*  nifefted  in  power  *." 
B     Thit  ncme  witre  tolerated  in  the  dinrch  who  were  known 

to  den  J  the  divinity  of  oiur  Saviour^  at  the  time  of  the  coa^- 
^demnation  of  Fanlus  SamofittenfiB,  is  evident  from  the  e*- 
gpiftie  of  the  council  of  Antioch.  It  win  be  granted  that  the 
^^mambers  of  this  council  knew  die  flatc  of  opinions,  in  their 
^09m  tiflKyfidlj  as  well  as  any  writer  in  the  ei^teenth  cento* 

X3r;  and'it  is  fcareely  fappoiable  that  they  would  have  told 

'the  whole  world  a  felfdioody  which  almoft  every  inAvidnal 

^.ooold  havecontradided*    ^  In  the  whole  church,"  they  iay» 

.  ^  bcr  b  believed  to  be  God,  who  emptied  himfelf  indeed  fronft 

**  a  flate  of  equality  with  Grod,  and  man,  of  the  feed  of  Da« 

*<  Tid  according  to  the  fleih  f.'* 

'  Dr  P.,  indeed,  wiflies  us  to  believe  a  flarange  paradox, 

lliat,  though  the  great  majority  of  the  teachers  were  un- 
.  dflnbtedly  orthodox,  this  was  £sir  from  being  the  cafe  as  to 

tiboCe  who  were  taught  by  them.    There  vTas  a  fuccef&on  of 

Trinitarian  Bifhops  and  clorgy  in  die  church,  who  vrere 

b  very  ufeful  in  dieir  labours  as  to  train  up  the  multitude 
■■in  Unitarian  errors.  But  it  hap^ns  unluckily  for  his  hy« 
=^podiefis,  thaty  as  to  the  very  time  when  the  Unitarian  doc* 
"^ trine  is  fuppofed  to  have  appeared  moil  formidable,  (when 
^  ^Pstolus  was  enabled  to  hold  the  epifcopal  houfe,  after  his 
m  -  depofitioD, 

-  >  - 

*  Hie  eft  Deus  noftcr,  id  eft,  non  omnium,  fed  fidelium  et  credentium. 
p  peus.  qui  cum  in  fecundo  adventu  manifeftut  venerit  tion  filebit ;  nsm 
tarn  in  humiliute  prius  fuerit  occultus,  ventet  in  ^teftate  maoifeftus. 
Xfc  Bono  PatitntisD,  c.  14. 

£pift».  £pircop.  Syood.  Antapch.  ap.  Labb«i  Coacil.  vol.  i. 
p.  481.    Vid.  Burgh's  Inquiry,  p.  369.  ^    * 
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depofitiou,  in  confequence  of  the  flrength  of  bis  party]  in 
have  the  cleared  evidetice  of  the  coocarrence  of  the  mulli 
tude  in  the  fcntcnce  of  their  fpiritual  rulers.  For  from  Uk 
introduction  to  the  Synodical  epiftle  we  not  ^nlj  learn  tha 
all  the  biibops,  prefbTters  snd  deacons,  a(rembled  at  Ad- 
tioch,  (including  thofe  of  the  neighbouring^  cities  and  vUli. 
gea)  concurred  in  the  condemnation  of  Paulus ;  bnt  li 
churches  of  Goi^  are  joined  with  them,  as  undoubtedl j  Jini- 
fying  that  all  the  churches,  of  which  the£e  clergy  were  dit 
overfeers,  firmly  believed  the  deity  of  the  Son,  and  bdievd 
him  to  beperfonally  diillnd  from  the  Father  •. 

Amobius  Afer,  who  fiouriftied  A.  D.  303,  lite  aia 
s  before  him,  replies  to  the  hereditary  calomnyt 
gainfl  Chriflians.  Thus  he  flates  the  objeftion  of  heithefis- 
"  But  the  gods  are  not  offended  at  you,  becaufc  yoo  woe- 
"  Ihip  the  Omnipotent  God  -,  but  becaufe  you  urge  thit  in 
"  was  bom  a  man,  and  which  mult  be  infamous  to  the  viH, 
"  that  he  was  crucified,  and  that  he  was  God,  and  belien 
"  that  he  fUllfurvives,  and  adore  him  with  daily  fu}^iEci' 
•'  tions."  He  grants  the  truth  of  the  charge  ;  but  (hc«i 
&at  he  who  is  adored  is  God  in  the  fuUeH  fcnfe  of  (x 
wordf. 

])i 

•  Kai  at  Aoii-tf  TrxiTi!  u  ni.(iif*ir  TrxfoutfiTi!  rirc  ryx'^  """CJ 
©IB,   m,ymrtT»is    oSiAfsK  it  Kv^im    X^'i"'-      EliC   Hifl.  lib.'W 

c.  30.  p.  360. 

t  Scd  nan  (in quit)  idcircodii  robli  infefti  furt,  quoil  omnipottiir(a»> 
tisDcDpi;  Mquod  hominem  ngium,  »t  (quod  pedbnii  infimiell  nil*) 
crucii  fuFplicio  imeremptum,  et  Deum  fuiffe  cotitcudjtis.  «  ffoAA 
hnc  (riditij,  el  qiioiidinnis  fupplicalionibuE  adoratii.— — Ei^dc,  i«?^ 
•liqiiis  furani,  ir»nii  et  pcrcitus,  Deus  ille  ett  Chriftoa  '.  Deoi,  ref» 
diinm,et  inlerionim  polentUram  Deus.— Dciu  ille  fubiimi)  fpil,D* 
ndicc  lb  intimi,  Dtui  ab  inccgnitii  regnii,  et  ^b  omnium  piiixirt  S« 
SOSPITATOR  eft  mifliu.     Araob.  cunt.  Geoiej,  lib.  I. 
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Dr  P.  lays  great  ftrefe  on  fome  loofe  expreffions  concern- 
ing the  01  TToT^if  tie  multitude^  in  later  ages.  But  Eufis^ius 
informs  us  that  Pilate,  who  condemned  our  Lord,  alter- 
wards  wrote  to  Tiberius  an  account  of  his  miracles,  and  de- 
clared his  refurreftion  from  the  dead,  and  that  he  "  was  al- 
**  ready  believed  by  rdi?  ^-oAAou,  the  multitude  to  be  God*.'* 
jEufebius  appeals  to  Tertullian,  who  fays  that  "  Tiberius 
**  had  received  accounts  from  Paleftine  of  the  things  which 
•*  manifefted  the  truth  of  his  (Chrift's)  divinity." 

Perhaps,  our  author  may,  with  Mr  Gibbon,  ridicule  the 
whole  account  of  the  afts  of  Pilate.  Without  entering  in- 
to the  controverfy,  I  fliall  only  obferve,  that  it  is  inconcei- 
vable that  fuch  writers  as  Juftin  Martyr  and  Tertullian 
fliould  appeal  to  thefe  a£ls,  when  addrefEng  the  Roman  Em- 
perors, if  they  had  never  exifted  ;  and  equally  fo,  fuppo- 
fing  them  to  have  exifted,  had  they  not  certainly  known 
their  contents  f. 

Various  heathen  writers,  befides  thofe  mentioned,  have 
left  their  teftimony  to  the  nature  of  the  Chiiftian  faith  and  ' 
worfliip  in  early  times.  iElius  Lampridius  relates,  that  thfe 
Emperor  Alexander  Severus  defigned  to  dedicate  a  templjB 
to  Chrift  and  to  receive  him  among  the  Gods ;  and  that  A- 
drian  is  faid  to  have  intended  this,  when  he  ordered  temples, 
without  images,  to  be  erefted  in  every  city;  but  that  he 
was  prohibited  by  thofe  who  confulted  the  oracles,  becaufc 
they  found  that  if  this  was  done,  all  men  would  become 
Chrifiians,  and  that  the  reft  of  the  temples  would  be  de« 

Vol*  II*  Gg  ferted. 

*  HJV}  Sioi  uvoLi  net^x  toi;  TroXXttq  c^iti^tipto.  Euf.  Hift.  lib* 
11.  C.  2.  p.  47. 

i  Vide  Tertullian.  Apolog.  cap,  5.  Burgh's  Inqitiryi  p.  38^.-399. 
Trait6  dc  la  Vcrii^  de  la  Pcligion  Chiericnre,  par  Jean  Vcrnet,  torn.  %• 
Di  Eiikine's  Sketches  and  Hints  of  Church  Hiftorj,  p.  155. 
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felted*.  I  do  not  reafon  merely  from  the  circumiiani 
propoiiBg  to  icccive  Chrift  among  the  gods  of  the  Ron 
s  it  may  be  iiud  that  it  was  commcm  with  them  to 
divine  honour  to  dead  men  ;  but  efpeciallj  from  the 
^■iffion  (if  the  heathen  priefls  as  to  the  effcS  of  the  prof 
innovation.  They  would  never  have  thought  of  (k 
that  all  meo  would  become  Chriftians,  had  they  not 
airiired  that  the  Chriftians  worfliipped  Chrift  as  God. 
tliey  kno^vn  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  difciples  of  Jefii 
tefled  the  idea  of  fuch  idolatry  ;  they  would  moft  prob 
have  accounted  it  a  piece  of  excellent  policy  foi 
aiding  Chriftians  among  thcmfelveg,  and  for  evena 
ruining  Chriftianitj,  by  converting  it  into  polytheifin. 
Hicrocles,  in  his  abridgment  of  the  life  of  ApoUc 
Tyansus  bj  Philoftratus,  compares  the  gravity  of  the 
then  with  the  levity  of  Chriftians.  "  We  indeed,' 
fays,  "  do  not  account  the  perfon  (Apollonins)  who 
"  petformed  fach  afbons  God,  but  a  man  favoured  bj 
■*  gods.  But  they,  becaufe  of  a  few  mirasles,  proclaiit 
"  liis  to  be  Godf." 

The  atteftations  of  Lucian,  to  the  general  beHefoi 
divinity  of  tbc  Son  among  ChrilHans,  have   been  ofta 
ferred  to.     Bnt  as  Dr  P.  has  not  yet  proved  that  they 
unworthy  of  regard,  they  may  have  another  hearing, 
lieathen  afTerts  that  "  the  Chriftians  adore  that  man 


*  Chrillo  teiiplam  racerc  voluft,  eucnquc  inCei  Dcm  redpere.  Q 
tl  Att[ianU9  cogUaJle  feitui,  qui  templa  in  omnlbui  civintibui  fine  G 
Iseri)  juffirit  fieri  :— *— fed  prohibitm  eft  >b  iis  qui  eanfulcnui  facn 
fcttmnt,  otnnet  Chrifiin:ioi  fii:orDi  li  id  opUtC  eTCnifler,  et  templa 
4ita  deferenda.  Vita  AJtxandrl  SercH,  Hifti-r.  Augult.  Script.  Sei,  p. . 

-{■  Kirif  Kjtiii  (tit  1*1  rfiBura  Ti^tiiiiBrit  u&ut^  oAAs  ewif 
ya^Wfimt  Kti^it  tiyvftiix'  m  h  it'  oAiys;  ti^xttiat  mat  tu  b 

etai  atsysfft^i.    tlicrocl.  ap.  Euf.    ViJ.  Burgh's  I091B 

p.  4^33. 
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"was  crucified  In  Paleftine;  that  they  indeed  deny  the 
**  gods  of  Greece,  but  worfliip  that  crucified  deceiver  of 
"  thelrsy  and  live  according  to  his  laws  *." 

In  hb  Philopatris,  he  introduces  a  Chriftian  under  the 
feigned  name  of  T^riephon^  (which  may  be  rendered  apreach' 
er  of  the  trinity)  as  reproving  an  heathen  for  fwearing  by 
the  name  of  Jupiter,  and  defiring  him  to  **  fwear  by  the 
**  Supreme  God,  by  the  Son  of  the  Father,  by  the  Spirit 
**  proceeding  from  the  Father,  one  of  three,  and  three  of 
"  one.  Thefe,"  he  adds,  "  account  Jupiter,  reckon  this 
"  your  God."  To  this  the  heathen  replies  ;  "  You  teach 
•*  me  to  have  recourfe  to  numeration,  and  give  me  an  arlth- 
^*  metical  oath. — 1  know  not  what  you  fay  ;  one  three^  and 
**  three  one,** 

This,  very  paflage  is  quoted  by  Dr  P.  f  But  hb  defign  is 
Extremely  different  from  that  of  thofe  who  have  generally 
quoted  it  before.  It  b  introduced  in  fupport  of  his  allegation, 
that  "  from  the  very  beginning — the  orthodox  were  charged 
**  with  making  more  gods  than  one  J,"  and  particularly,  to 
prove  that  the  heathen  were  wont  to  "  upbraid  the  ortho- 
"  dox  fathers  with  their  own  polytheifm,  while  they  pre- 
*'  tended  to  reclaim  them  from  theirs."  However,  it  is  e- 
nough  for  us,  that  our  author  grants  that  thb  language  is 
ufed  by  Lucian  "  in  ridicule  of  the  Chriftian  doftrinc  of 
«  the  Trinity  ||." 

Now,  Lucian  was  cotemporary  with  Juftin  Martyr  and 
Theophilus  Bifhop  of  Antioch  :  for  he  died  A.  D.  171. 
Imcian  himfelf  had  refided  for  fome  confiderable  time  at 

G  g  2  Antioch^ 

n.     De  Morte  Pcregrini,  ap.  Burgh,  p.  407. 
f  Vol.  ii.  p.  444.  \  Ibid.  p.  44J«  U  ^^id.  p.  444» 
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Antiocfa,  where  there  was  a  famous  church*  which  had  been 
planted  by  the  apofiles.  The  Chriftian  doArine  of  tbe 
Trinity  mull  have  been  generaDy  known,  elfe  it  could  not 
have  been  matter  of  ridicule  to  heathens.  When  its  fonn 
was  fo  perfeft  in  the  days  of  Lucian,  we  cannot  fiEppo{e  that 
it  was  then  **  in  its  origin."  It  could  not  be  known  to  bet* 
thens,  in  the  form  delivered  by  Lucian,  without  bebg  at 
leaft  equally  well  known,  in  this  very  form,  to  Chrifiians  in 
general.  It  could  not  be  thus  known  to  Chriftians,  with« 
out  being  either  firmly  believed,  or  being  held  in  tbe  grea^ 
ell  abhorrence  by  them.  For  our  author  accounts  for  the 
lilence  of  the  multitude  of  believers,  in  early  ages^  ts  tt 
this  doftrine,  by  fuppofing  that  it  '*  Was  not  in  its  ongin, 
^*  fuch  as  could  give  much  alarm,"  and  acknowledges  that 
it  did  give  '^  very  great  alarm^  as  it  began  to  unfold  Jtr 
*'  felf +." 

Obferve  the  confiftency  of  this  writer  1  When  attempt- 
ing to  ihew  that  the  Unitarian  was  the  original  dodrine,  be 
finds  it  neceflary  to  affert  that  the  other  **  was  not  in  its  o- 
**  rigin,  fuch  as  could  giiic  much  alarm  :"  for  he  can  dilco- 
ver  no  alarm  that  it  did  give  to  Chriflians.  Now,  when 
does  he  date  its  origin  ?  In  the  time  of  Juftin  Martn, 
whom  he  confiders  as  the  firft  who  broached  the  dochine  of 
the  deity  of  Chrifl.  Yet  when  hurried  away  by  his  tn- 
micy  at  the  do6lrine  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  he  afferts  diat,ui 
the  time  of  Lucian,  who  was  cotemporary  with  Juilin,  tbe 
idolatrous  innovator,  nay,  that  ^^  from  the  'very  beginning. 
the  orthodox  were  charged  with  making  more  gods  than 
one."  He  even  affirms  that  "  this  appears  by  the  apo- 
**  lories  which  all  the  orthodox  writers  make  on  this  iub- 
**  je6l  J.**  Thus  he  acknowledges  the  force  of  the  argi:- 
mcnt  from  the  Apolo^^ies  of  Juflin,  Tertullian,  &c. 

Was  the  dcftrine  of  the  Trinity,  even  in   that  erirly  pe- 
ri fti 

t  Vol.  iii.  p.  317.  \  Vol.  ii,   p.  44T. 
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riod,  fo  pl^fi  to  heathens,  and  could  it  or  did  it  j^ve  no  a- 
larm  to  Chriftians  ?  We  have  feen  that,  in  Lucian's  time, 
it  was  not  merely  beginning  to  unfold  itfelf,  but  that  it  was 
fully  unfolded  ii  its  moft  exceptionable  form,  fo  as  to  exci  e 
the  ridicule  of  headiens,-  and  to  prove  the  occafion  of 
the  charge  of  polytheiim,  Dr  P.  himfdf  being  judge.  Had 
it  been  in  any  degree  offenfive  to  Chriftians  in  that  age, 
they  moft  have  had  the  fame  views  qf  the  4o£b:ine  which 
Unitariatis  now  have,  which  Jews  and  heathens  then  had. 
It  muft  have  been  accounted  ridiculous  and  abfurd.  It 
muft  have  been  condemned  as  polytheifm.  The  church 
xnuft  have  eje£Ud  her  idolatrous  members.  <  At  any  rate, 
this  do£lrine  muft  have  kindled  a  violent  fl  ime.  Lucian 
muft  have  known  that  it  was  believed  by  a  few  only  \  and 
that  thefe  were  confidered  by  the  reft  as  merely  baptifed 
heathens.  Therefore,  he  would  have  availed  himfelf  of 
the  contentions  among  Chriftians,  as  to  the  very  objeft  of 
vorlliip.  He  would  have  lurged  that,  zealous  as  the  ignoT 
rant  were  for  unity,  the  learned  Hill  retained  their  primitive 
heathenifm. 

We  muft,  therefore,  conclude  that  this  doflrine  was  ge- 
oerally  received  and  avowed  by  the  church  of  Antioch. 
It  muft  have  been  taught  not  by  TheophUus  only,  but  by 
his  predeceiTor.  For  it  would  feem  that  Lucian  had  remo- 
ved from  that  city,  before  I'heophilus  was  bifliop.  This 
carries  us  back  within  half  a  century  of  the  apoftolic  age. 
Can  it,  therefore,  be  fuppofed  that  a  church,  coniifting  of  fo 
many  members  as  that  of  Antioch,  would  univerlally  agree 
in  changing  the  very  objeS  of  worfliip,  in  the  courfe  of 
fifty  years  ?  Let  Dr  P.  apply  his  own  maxim  ;  "  Great 
•*  bodies  of  men  do  not  foon  change  their  opinions."  How- 
ever Theophilus  and  others  might  qualify  the  do3rine  of 
the  Trinity,  as  it  fubjefted  them  all  to  the  charge  of  poly- 
ibeifm,  an4  muft  have  appeared  an  unfurmountable  obftacle 

Gg3  X9 
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to  the  coBveriioo  of  rbe  heathen,  the  chitrch  would  □«▼« 
hare  bam  with  the  mere  found  of  it,  had  it  not  be«ii  luuTcr- 
&XI7  believed  dial  this  was  the  very  doSnne  received  fram 
tbe  apofiles. 

By  Dr  P.'s  own  c«nfeQton  alfb,  Julian  the  Apoftate  ac- 
knowledges that  John  dared  to  cali  Jefus  God  •.  This  dt- 
cumSance  is  mentioned  with  the  lame  de&gn  as  the  fonna, 
to  prove  tliat  the  dodrine  of  the  Trinity  was  a  reproidi 
to  the  Cbriflians.  But  be  inadvertently  fupplies  hts  oppo- 
nents with  no  inconfiderable  argument  againil  his  view  of 
the  Introdndion  to  John's  Gofpel,  and  his  fyftem  of  the  late 
origin  of  the  doffarine  of  the  Trinity.  The  DoAor,  indeed, 
tianflates  no  more  of  the  language  of  Julian,  than  to  feme 
his  own  purpofe.  His  quotation  from  the  Greek  is  more 
full  [hsn  the  tianflation,  which  is  in  thefe  words  ;  **  You 
"  are  fo  unfortunate  as  not  to  abide  by  what  was  tanght 
"  by  the  apoflles,  but  have  added  things  that  are  wot&  md 
*'  more  impious  to  thofe  that  were  held  before.  For  nei- 
"  ther  Paul,  nor  Matthew,  noi"  Luke,  nor  Mark  tbred  to 
"  call  Jefus  God,  but  only  tliat  good  man  John." 

What  the  Ddaor  tranflates,  "  but  have   added,"  Uf. 

ought  to  be  rendered,  "  and  the  things  which  are  worle 

"  and  more  impious  have  been  accompliifaed  by  thofe  who 

"  fucceedcd  them,"     For  it  is  clear  from  what  foUows  that 

Jolian  refeis  to  their  immediate  fucceflbrs,  nay,  to  the  1- 

poftle  John,  who  wrote  after  the  other  Evangelifts  :  "  But 

"  that  good  man  John,  knowing  tbat  there  was  alriadj  a 

"  great  mu/titude,  tit  mofi  of  the  cities  of  Greece  axd  Itafy, 

"  under  this  difeafe  i  and  heating,  as  I  apprehend,  that  the 

f '  CQmmenbries  of  Peter  and  Paul  were  held  in  great  ve- 

f  neration,  although  fecretly,  was  the  firA  who  dared  ta 

\*  aflert  this,"  W».  that  Jefus  is  Qod*,    Julian  alio  fap 

'     "  '  that, 

♦  Vol,  ii.  p,  446. 

^  AAA'  *  XK*f'  l^"|Kf  mtrUfUm  t}i|  >(Xu  rA*l«f,  U>.|«*(  » 
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that,  according  to  this  Evangelift,  John  Baptift  "  teftificcl 
**  concerning  Jefus  Chrift,  that  it  is  he  whom  we  fliould 
"  believe  to  be  God  the  Word  *." 

We  need  not  wonder  that  this  inveteiute  euemy  of  di- 
vine truth  ihould  aiTert  the  fame  thing  of  the  three  firft  Kr 
vangelifts,  and  of  Paul,  that  is  now  afTerted  by  fome  who 
call  themfelves  Ghriftians.  But  he  was  fo  fullj  couyinced 
of  the  contrary  with  refped  to  Johiji,  that  he  is  a  reludtant 
witneis  of  the  plain  meaning  of  his  language.  Such  £(,  te- 
ftimonj  from  a  bitter  adverfarjr,  univerfally  allowed  to  have 
been  a  man  of  great  ability  and  learning,  is  a  ftriking  proof 
of  the  abfurdity  of  any  Sociniah  interpretation  of  the  In- 
troduftion  to  the  Gofpel  of  John,  and  of  ijts  4ir?ft  contra- 
riety to  the  gommon  fenfe  of  mankind. 

j^  Julian  could  not  deny  that  John  had  afcribed  deity 
to  Chrift,  as  little  could  he  deny  that  this  dp&ine  was  be- 
lieved by  the  great  multitude  of  Chriftians,  even  during  the 
life  of  this  apoftle.  Had  not  this  been  an  indiCput^ble  fad:, 
he  would  have  aflerted  the  contrary  with  as  much  boldnefs 
as  any  modem  writer.  For  Julian  being  as  bitter  againft 
the  deity  of  Chrift  as  any  Unitarian,  it  was  no  leis  his  in- 
tereft  to  prove  that  this  was  an  innovation  among  Chriftians  : 
becaufe  it  ferved  his  defign,  which  was,  to  the  utmoft  of  his 
power,  to  expofe  the  Chriftians.  It  was  correfpondent 
with  hi?  general  policy.  For  he  foftered  the  diflenfions  a- 
mongft  them,  that  they  might  ruin  the  caufe  in  general. 
His  fixing  the  origin  of  this  dodrine  at^  fo  early  an  aera, 
clearly  fliews  that  be  durft  not  venture  to  mention  one  more, 
recent. 

G  g  4  THE 

tittf  ot  ofAvg  ctvra  ^t^etTrivofAtnoc,  ^^uroq  fro/jMnrsy  WKUf,  Julian 
ap.  Cyrill.  lib.  10.  Vid.  Lampc  Froleg.  iu  Joan.  Vol.  i. 
p.  231.  *  Ibid. 
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THE 

CONCLUSION. 

IN  that  work  which  has  been  the  fubje£t  of  the  precediqg 
review,  Dr  P.  has  efpecially  laboured  to  prove,  thattk 
Jews  never  c^peded  any  other  than  a  human  Mefliab  ;  tha; 
pur  Lord,  in  the  courfe  of  his  miniftry,  nev^r  claimed  anj 
fuperior  character ;  that  the  Apoftles,  and  their  fellow-laboui- 
^Sy  gave  no  evidence  whatfoever  that  they  viewed  him  in 
any  other  light ,  that  all  their  immediate  difciples,  and  all 
their  fucceffors  of  the  Hebrew  ^ace,  coniidered  him  as  a 
mere  man  -,  nay,  that,  for  feveral  centuries,*  the  majority 
of  Gentile  Chriftians  were  of  the  Came  opinion. 

He  has  endeavoured  to  eftabliih  the  firft  of  tliefe  pofitions, 
which  is  indeed  the  bafis  of  his  whole  fyftem,  by  appealing 
to  thofe  paflagcs  of  the  Old  Teftament  that  declare  the  unitj 
of  the  divine  rfflncc^  taking  it  for  granud  that  they  nccef- 
fiiilly  \\n\)\y  pcffonal  wvihy  ,f  to  thofc  teftimonics  of  the  Wi- 
thers which  rcPx'Cl  the  opinions  of  fiich  Jews  as,  being  iJi- 
believers,  ncillier  knew  Clirift,  nor  the  Father  who  lent 
him;  and  to  the  afTertions  of  fome  later  Jews,  wlio,  perliU- 
ing  in  the  infidelity  of  their  nation,  have  done  every  tliir.;; 
in  tlieir  power  to  blacken  Chriflianity,  and  lo  exhibit  the:: 
own  rclit^ion  w.\  ellLiui'Jly  dilTercnt. 

Finding  the  do(^rine  of  Thilo,  eonccrninc^  tlic  Logo*,  an 
inrnnnountablo  obf{.ru«Rion  to  the  efiabliihrncnt  of  \\\-.  iV- 
iK-in,  he  hp.s  drained  every  nerve  to  pet  rid  cf  it.  F-ri 
while,  he  hun)hlv  plodded  in  tlie  beiiten  path  of  Socini^i:.^  • 
iepre(<.nii!i«;  the  dudrine  of  that  ancient  Jew  as  alkgory,  u 
as  a  ir.odifuiition  of  Platoiiifm  :  But  confeious  that,  afu; 
all  his  efibiis,  the  evidence   of  Philo  lUll  impeded  hii  pro- 
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eisy  and  that  lie  could  not  perfiil  in  refufing  that  this  wri- 
exhibits  the  Logos  as  a  perfpn ;  he  has  hit  upon  an  ex« 
pedienty  the  honour  of  which  is  wholly  his  own.'   He  bold- 
■y  aiTerts  that  Philo  confidered  the  Logos  merely  as  an  00 
.^q/iona/  ptrioa  * ;  and  that,  in  his  idea,  he  had  no  more  re- 
lation to  the  Mefliah  than  to  any  other  prophet.     The  lame 
difficulty  arifing  from  the  doctrine  of  the  Chaldee  Para- 
phradsy  concerning  the  Logos  under  the  name  of  Memra  % 
our  author,  defpifing  the  cumberfome  fetters  of  confiflency, 
denies  that  thefe  interpreters  meant  to  afcribe  to  him  di- 
ftinA  perfonality  of  any  kind,  whether  permanent  or  oocar 
fional. 

In  reply,  it  has  been  proved,  that  Philo  was  not  indebt« 
ed  to  Plato  for  his  do£hine,  that  Plato  himfelf  was  not  the 
iaventor  of  it,  that  the  heathen  in  general  entertained  fome 

notions 

*  The  following  paragraph,  which  ought  to  have  been  inferted,  vol.  i. 
-p.  41 .  at  the  end  of  chap.  iii.  but  was  omitted  in  the  tranfcribing,  may 
be  here  introduced  as  a  note. 

After  aU  the  pains  that  Dr  P.  has  taken  to  fhew  that  Philo  afcribed 
only  an  occalional  perfunali^  to  the  Logos,  after  proclaiming  hb  faccefs 
in  this  attempt ;  by  the  time  he  has  got  a  little  farther  in  his  work,  he 
entirely  forgets  that  he  has  made  fo  important  a  difcovery.  He  at  once 
flings  away  all  his  well-won  laurels.  He  has  told  iis,  in  Vol.  ii.  p.  3. 
that  Philo  **  was  far  from  advancing  fo  far  as  the  platnnizing  Chri- 
•*  ftians ;"  for  **  he  did  not,  like  them,  make  a  permanent  intelligent 
••  perfTn  of  the  divine  Lo^os."  But,  as  if  the  Dodlor  meant  that  the 
public  iliould  interpret  his  writings  by  the  rule  of  contrariety,  he  fays, 
in  Vol.  iii.  p.  34.  «*  It  has  been  feen  that  Philo  perfonificd  the  Logos  at 
«•  much  as  the  Chriftian  Fathers,  and  that  they  probably  learnt  of  him  the 
**  dodlhne  of  a  divine  Logos  beiqg  the  medium  of  all  the  communications 
*•  of  God  to  the  patriarchs,  and  of  this  principle  occafionally  affumlng  a  vi- 
*«  fiblc  form."  Here  the  truth  burfts  forth  involuntarily,  notwithftanding 
all  Dr  P.'s  endeavours  to  fuppreft  it;  and  the  convi<aion  of  his  own 
mind  fcems  to  force  its  way,  notwithftanding  all  the  falfe  colours  that 
have  been  hung  out.  The  whole  of  Philo's  fyftem  of  the  occaftonal  fet* 
finality  of  the  Logos,  vanifhes  into  his  «*  occaftonal  ajfumptkn  of  a  vifible 
"  fcrji."    Can  fuch  lucubrations  be  feiiqufly  entitled  an  Hiftory  ? 
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notions  conccTning  the  Trinity ;  that  Philo 
fhunger  to  the  idea  of  occafionaJ  perfonality  ;  that  he  appn- 
priated  to  the  Logos  all  the  fcriptural  attributes  of  the  Mri- 
fiah,  while  he  does  aot  feem  to  have  kno'wn  any  othu  Is 
whom  this  charaftcr  helonged;  and  that  the  ParaphnSi 
muft  neceflarily  be  imderflood,  as  defcribing  the  fame  di- 
vine perfon.  It  has  been  feen,  that  focne  of  the  Jews,  evai 
in  a  later  age,  hare  explained  the  divine  unity  as  involvi^ 
ft  perfooal  plurality,  and  have  afcribed  fuch  chara^ntg 
one  Angel  as  are  proper  to  God  only ;  nay,  that,  indepen- 
dently of  all  uninfpired  teftitaoay,  there  is  the  cleared  en 
dmce  from  fcripture,  that  he,  who  was  the  God  of  the  p»- 
triarclis,  and  of  their  believing  pofterity,  was  revealed  u 
them,  and  acknowledged  by  them,  as  the  meflenger  of  ut- 
tither  divine  perfon,  and  that  he  was  at  the  fame  time  kooiri 
as  the  perfonal  Word  and  Wifdom  of  God, 

In  oppofition  to  Dr  P.'s  hypochefis,  that  the  Logos  pro- 
claimed  by  die  Apoftle  John  a  a  mere  attribute,  ithasbea 
proved  that  the  charaflers  of  his  Logos  arc  fuch  as  can  onlj 
apply  to  a  perfon ;  and  that  this  defignation,  fo  well  known 
to  the  ancient  church  as  the  name  of  a  divine  perfon,  sal 
the  characters  connefted  with  it,  are  in  fafl:  appropriated  lo 
Jefus,  not  only  by  John,  but  by  other  writers  of  the  Ne* 
Tellament. 

From  what  has  appeared  in  the  courfe  o£  this  invetHgi- 
tioa,  every  impartial  reader  mull  be  convinced  that, 
cording  to  the  gofpel  hiAory,  our  Saviour,  in  the  plaint 
terms,  claimed  effential  equahty  with  the  Father  ;  that  be 
appealed  to  his  works  in  fiipport  of  this  claim  ;  and  llal 
ihefe  works,  confidered  in  ail  tlieir  circumftanccs,  were 
conteflible  proofs  of  the  divinity  of  the  agent.  We  hs« 
found  his  Apollles  and  other  difciples  unanimoufly  confcf 
fmg,  worfhipping  and  -.■.nnouncing  him  to  others  as  an  il- 
mlghty  Saviour.     A  blaze  of  divine  glory  has  been  few  w 
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^break  forth  from  that  iingle  charader,  the  Son  of  God^  as 
^inderftood  by  the  church  under  the  Old  Teftament,  pro- 
•<Jaimed  by  the  Father,  appropriated  by  the  Son,  as  ac- 
"3mowledged  by  holy  angels,  and  by  the  difciples ;  nay,  as 
Applied  by  devils,  and  interpreted  by  thpfe  Jews  who  cru- 
cified the  Lord  of  glory.     It  has  been  proved  that  the  claim 
of  deity  contained  in  the  appropriation  of  this  charader, 
was  the  very  ground  of  his  condemnation  ;  and  that,  if  he 
was  not  a  divine  perfon,  he  was  juftly  condemned  by  his 
enemies  as  a  blafphemer. 

The  futility  of  thofe  arguments  advanced  by  Dr  P.,  a- 
gainft  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  has  been  evinced.  It  has  ap- 
peared that  the  general  tenor  of  fcripture,  fo  far  from  be- 
ing adverfe  to  this  doftrine,  is  entirely  in  its  favour ;  that 
it  is  vain  to  reafon  from  the  pretended  difficulty  of  tracing 
jdie  time  when  it  was  firft  divulged  tQ  the  Chriftian  church, 
as  it  beams  on  the  face  of  Revelation  in  the  whole  of  its- 
extent  ;  that  it  is  direfliy  contrary  to  fa6l  that  Chrift  is  not 
jexhibited  in  Scripture  as  the  objeS  of  prayer ;  that  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity  implies  no  contradi£Hon ;  and  that, 
however  ufeleis  it  may  feem  to  our  author,  it  is  of  mani- 
fold advantage  to  the  fincere  Chriftian. 

The  fiaitious  charafter  of  Dr  P.'s  hiftory  of  Jewifli  Chri- 
ftians  muft  be  evident.  For  it  has  been  proved,  that  the 
believing  Hebrews  were  not  Ebionites  ;  that  the  Nazarenes 
jwere  entirely  diftinft  from  the  latter,  although  attached  to 
the  law ;  and  that  there  were  many  Chriftians  of  this  na- 
tion who  entirely  renounced  the  ceremonial  yoke.  It  has 
been  (hewn,  that  he  labours  ii^  vain  to  prove  that  Gnoftics 
were  the  only  heretics ;  that  this  charafter  was  impofed  on 
the  Ebionites  by  the  univerfal  confeiit  of  the  primitive 
church ;  and  that,  inftead  of  being  removed  as  far  as  pof- 
fible  from  Gnoftics,  their  dodxine  and  conduft  have  uni- 
formly demonftrated  the  greateft  afiinity. 
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TheevidenM  brought  to  prove  that  the  majority  of  Gcb- 
tile  Chriltians,  in  the  tirfl  aj^e?,  was  Unitariitn,  hni  been 
tried  and  foiitiJ  extremely  di-feftive.  VVe  have  heard  the 
faarmoiuous  voice  of  anliqtrity  denouncing  Unitariatu  as  he- 
retical Qnd  '■■is''^S  'l^*^'"  out  bj  every  mark  expreiSve  of 
this  charafter.  They  wtre  excluded  by  the  creed.  They 
were  ftigmatiztd  by  diilinaive  names,  derived  from  their 
leudtrs,  their  tenets,  or  their  fiiuatjon.  The  arch-hcretio 
were  cxcomniunlcat^d  \  and  all  who  adhered  to  them  wctc 
either  formally  orvinually  included  in  the  fetitcnce,  TJk 
validity  of  their  ordinances  was  denied.  They  were  not 
even  accounted  Chriflians. 

in  a  wortl,  it  has  been  proved  by  the  cleareft  evidcsov 
tiiat,  in  primitive  times,  the  univcrfal  ehurch  held  the  doe- 
trine  of  ihe  Trinity,  and  worfiiipped  the  Father,  Soa  ind 
Holy  Ghoft  as  one  God. 

1  have  not  particularly  conlidered  what  our  author  advni- 
«s  with  refpeil  to  the  prevalence  of  Unitarians  after  the 
Council  of  Nice ;  becaufe  he  does  not  pretend  that  they  hence- 
forth conflituted  the  majority. 

13r  P.  could  fcarcely  obfcrve  a  more  dire^  courle,  al- 
though it  were  his  iixed  defign  to  betray  ChrilUanity  i 
the  hands  of  its  enemies.  He  virtually  vmdicates  the  Ji 
in  .ejeflingand  crucifying  Jefus  for  making  bimfelf  tqutd'oMi 
God.  Ue  prefi-'rii  the  M^ho'nmeddan  idol  to  the  deity  of 
Chriftians.  He  rei)refents  the  worlhip  of  a  Trinity  as  on  i 
level  with  that  of  heathens.  He  meets  infidelity  more  ttna 
halfway.  He  joins  with  Toland,  in  exhibiting  a  mtie- 
rable  band  of  herfiica  as  the  only  genuine  difciples  of  Chrifi. 
To  Collins  and  his  I'uceeflbrs  he  abjures  the  dodrine  of  /o/- 
J'Jjiimi,  and  thus  cripples  the  argument  itava.  miracles ;  tut. 
gives  a  i'ufpicious  air  to  all  this  kind  of  evidence.  "i^fX  fi- 
tiifted  with  fubjedltng  Revelation  to  the  authority  of  ^ 


The  Conclufion,  ^jj 

.  Jleafon  which  it  is  meant  to  reftify ;  he  unhinges  the  whole 
frame  of  Revelation,  by  denjing  a  plenary,  or  any  particu* 
iar  infpiration.  He  grants  a  difpen£ation  for  fbepticifm,  and 
for  indiflference  with  refpe£l  to  our  holy  religion/,  by  lea- 
ving it  as  a  doubtful  matter,  whether  the  author  of  it,  was 
himfelf  infallible,  or  even  free  from  fin.  Partially,  at  leaft, 
does  he  adopt  the  atheiftic  fyftem,  by  denying  the  exigence 
of  a  foul. 

Our  author  may  pleafe  himfelf  with  the  idea  of  the  uti- 
lity of  his  labours  in  recommending  Chriftianity  to  infidels^ 
But  by  them  he  is  undoubtedly  viewed  as  a  traitor  to  its 
interefts  ;  if  the  judgment  of  that  acute  and  fubtile  adverfary, 
Mr  Gibbon,  may  be  admitted  as  a  juft  indication  of  the 
fentiments  of  his  brethren.  "  The  pillars  of  revelJition," 
he  fays,  "  are  ihaken  by  thofe  men  who  preferve^the  name 
*•  without  the  fubftance  of  religion,  who  indulge  the  licenfe 
**  without  the  temper  of  philofbphy."  In  fupport  of  his  ob- 
fervation,  he  refers  to  Dr  Prieftley's  Hiftory  of  Corruptions ; 
evidently  confidering  it  as  "  the  ultimate  tendency  of  his 
**  opinions,"  totally  to  fubvert  the  ChriiUan  faitii  *. 

Is  it  furprifing  that  one  who  has  treated  revelation  with 
fo  little  ceremony,  fliould  ufe  the  greateft  freedom  with  hu- 
man teftimony  ?  Our  author,  indeed,  has  broken  down  or 
overleaped  all  the  barriers  of  hiflory,  and  managed  this  fpe- 
cies  of  evidence,  as  if  it  were  intentionally  endowed  with 
fb  pliant -a- form  that  it  would  bend  any  way,  according  to 
the  humour  or  interefl:  -  of  die  reader.  In  various  inftances 
has  Jie  treated  it,  as  if  it  were  meant  to  be  underllood  in 
dired  oppoiition  to  the  plain  fenfe  of  the  language,  and  ta 
the  obvious  defign  of  the  writer. 

f  Hidory  of  the  Declios  and  Fall  of  the  Roman  Empire^ 
Vol.  iv.  p.  540.     Qjarto  Edit. 
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Upon  the  whole,  it  mud  be  evident  to  every  unprqt 
diced  reader,  that  the  work  which  firft  appeared 
Hi/lory  nfthe  Corruption,  whether  in  its  original  or 
enlarged  form,  would  be  far  more  jiiftly  entitled,  Corrt^ 
lions  of  the  Hijlory  ofChriJliamty. 
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jiBiuiVJMf  his  faith  as  much  bejond  the  ordinary  line  of 
reafon  as  faith  in  a  Trinity,  i.  563.  Chrift  appeared  to 
\am^  attended  bj  two  angels,  according  to  Jufiin  Martjr, 

ii-  3^9»  370- 
^Bs  of  the  ApoJtteSi — Deitj  of  Chrift  taught  in  this  book, 

}•  3I3*—- '34^9  ^d  to  have  been  tranflated  into  Hebrew* 
ii.  1069  107. 

Adrian^  his  edid  did  not  exclude  believing  Hebrews 
from  Jerulalem,  if  they  renounced  the  law,  ii.  187,  lie.  \ 
his  refcript  in  favour  of  ChrifHans  in  general,  188,  189. 

Aelia^  Jerulalem  fo  called,  when  rebuilt  bj  Adrian,  ii« 
196.  199. 

Aeons  J  the  Gnoftic  do&rine  of,  i.  159. 

Alexander  SeveruSf  the  Emperor,  defigned  to  dedicate  a 
temple  to  Cbrift,  ii.  465. 

Allegorical  method  of  explaining  Scripture^  ii.  347,  348. 

Alogi^  origin  of  the  name,  ii.  283,  \Sc^  they  rejefted  all 
the  writings  of  the  Apoftle  John,  ib. 

Ameni  amef^  the  meanings  of  this  expreffion,  as  often 
iifed  by  our  Lord,  i.  264.  387. 

Angel  of  the  Lord^  or  Angel-Jebovab^  !•  99,  lie.  280, 
\^c»}  agreement  between  his-  charaAer  and  that  of  Chrift, 

280. 
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iSo. — 283.    Angel  that  ^^carcd  to  Mo(ies»  the  Sontfi 
God,  268,  yr.  280.— 283. 

Angth^  dodrine  of  Philo  cooceming  them,  i.  41.— 4f 
Dr  P.  reckons  it  probable,  that  thej  are  merely  temporaj 
appearances,  the  organs  of  the  Deitj,  39,  40.  Not  per* 
mitted  to  aflame  the  Name  of  God,  283,  284. 

Antbropians^  thofe  who  denied  the  deity  of  Chrift  lb 
called,  ii.  277. 

Antiochj  the  firft  council  of,  coald  not  get  Paulas  Sm/k^ 
fatenu>  convicted  of  herefy,  ii.  423,  42^.  Second  couodl 
of,  Paal  condemned  by  it,  424. 

Apofilis^  their  plan  in  preaching  Chrift,  i.  294,  (/<; 
their  great  work  was  to  prove  that  he  was  the  promiled 
Meffiah,  305. — 308  ;  compared  to  reapers,  306,  307. 

Apoftolicat  Fathers^  their  writings  faid  by  Socinians  to 
be  interpolated,  yet  quoted  as  authorities  by  them  wfaeft  il 
ferves  their  own  ends,  ii.  i. — 4. 

Apoftf>ticalConftitiaions^  when  written,  ii.  230.  Ebio- 
nites  heretics,  in  the  eftimation  of  the  author  of  this 
vork    /^. 

Apojlolical  Canonf,  their  antiquity  and  ufe,  ii.  4I3. 

Aquila,  the  tianfliitor,  not  an  Ebionite,  ii.  38,  39.  The 
time  of  his  refidence  at  Jcrufalem,  198,  ISc.  Some  pard- 
culair  concerning  him,  ih. 

Aquiieia,  creed  of,  ii.  271. 

yJ ri an  doB tine,  QoniTTiV J  to  Scripture,  1.  1^8,  1^9.  De- 
rived from  the  Gnoflics,  ii.  384.  Paved  the  way  for  Lhc 
leccptioM  of  that  of  Photinus,  43c. 

Arijlo  PelLuus,  his  teftimony  recorded  by  Eufcbius,  iL 
185.     Wrote  in  Greek,  204. 

^irtemonites^  confidcred  as  excommunicated,  ii.  426,  427' 

yltbanu/iuSy  his  teftimony  concerning  the  conduft  of  the 
Apoftles  with  refped  to  the  doftrine  of  Chrift*s  deity,  i. 
28^. — 293.      Does  not  acknowledge   that   the  multitude 
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E.  tmfrt  XSvkjBxizmf  ii.  357^-^359-    Afieits  that  the  TximCa* 
fian  was  the  common  faith,  ttid* 

jithmugaras^\i^s  teftimonj  to  the  general  belief  of  the 
r  Trinity,  ii.  453. 

Aionemtntj  dodrine  ef  Socinians  concerning  it,  i.  553. 
Neceffity  of  that  which  is  perfeft,  554,  535. 

Aurelian^  the  Emperor,  jrave  his  fentence  for  the  eicpal-> 
fi<m  of  Pauhas  Samofatenus  from  the  Bi&op's  houfe)  ii. 

.  416,  yc.  . 

.A^tifm^  the  invitation  of,  a  proof  of  the  Trinity,  I.  418, 
%ic.  Whether  meant  as  a  form,  421,  Wr.  The  confef- 
'  fion  required  in  order  to  admiflion  to  this  ordinance,  in  the 
time  of  Juftin  Martyr,  ii.  308,  309.  To  be  adminiflered  a 
(econd  time  to  thofe  heretics  whom  Dr  P.  calls  Unitarians, 
according  to  the  decree  of  an  African  council,  265,  266. 

Bupti^ed  into  the  Name^  the  meaning  of  this  expreilion, 
if  420,  421. 

Barcbocbebas^  his  cruelty  to  Chriftians,  and  the  reafon 
9f  it,  ii.  187,  188. 

Bardejanesy  the  Syrian,  fuppofed  to  have  wrote  the  Cle» 
ptentinesj  ii.  321. 

Bafilideansy  their  tenets,  ii.  376. 

Believing  on  tbe  Name^  the  meaning  of  this  language,  L 
283,  186.  414,  415. 

Beryllusy  Bifhop  of  Boilra,  introduced  heretical  doftrines, 

H.  432- 

BethcTf  a  town  in  Judaea,  where  many  thoufand  Jews 
periihed,  when  it  was  beiieged  under  Adrian,  ii.  196,  197* 
Called  Bitter  by  Eufebius,  and  Bethel  in  Jerom's  works^ 
ibid» 

Blafpbemy^  the  ideas  of  the  Jews  on  this  head,  I.  248.— 
^50.  388,  iSc. 

Bodily  prefence  of  Cbrijl^  held  both  by  Papifts  and  by 
{fpcinians,  i,  257* 
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Caiui,  the  Preftyter,  his  telHmony  to  the   antiquitji 
the  TnoiUiian  doflrine,  ji.  386. 

Calltd,  the  meaniog  of  this  term  as  frequently  uCcd  il 
ScriptTire,  i.  3o8.  351.  363,  364. 

Carpoaratians,  their  do&iiie  concemijig  Chrift,  i.  iliL 
ii- 14. 15- 

Cataphrygians,  their  tenets,  iL  301.  331. 

Catecbumem,  condiid  of  the  church  with  refpe£l  to  tbc^ 
ii.  346. 

Celjits,  the  Epicurean  Phiiofopber,  afTerts  that  thf  priiW' 
tive  Chriftians  believt^  the  deiry  of  Chrilt,  ii.  179,— iSli 
and  worfliipped  him,  459,  460. 

CcrintbtiSi  the  Gofpel  of  John  faid  to  be  written  in  t^ipo* 
fition  to  his  errors,  i.  i6z.  Said  to  have  taught  the  irat- 
fliip  of  angels,  193.  Afcribed  the  creation  of  the  world  B 
them,  ii.  14,  ij.  aij. 

Cerintbiani,  their  doflrioe  conceruing  our  Lord,  i.  l6S. 
ii.  244. — 346.  Afcribed  the  law  to  angels,  78.  ijj- 
Were  acknowledged  by  the  Sociniaos  of  the  laft  century  u 
their  predeceflbrs,  235. 

Chaldae  Paraphrajls,  their  do^ine  concerning  the  3/rMn^ 
i.  4S,  -h'c. 

Chrijl,  the  Son  and  Lord  of  David,  i.  3,  4,  The  Ligh^ 
140. — 142.  The  Word  of  God,  130,  ttfr.  195. — ico- 
The  objefl  of  faith,  214.414. — 418;  of  worfliip,  in, 
315  ;  of  fuprcme  love,  319.  His  deity  to  be  infetrtd 
froqi  his  mediatory  charafter,  202,203.  31O1  3"-  B'*'' 
proved  by  the  fame  arguments,  ibid,  235,  236.  Tbe 
1  AM,  2iO,  "i^c.  The  Face  of  God,  277.— 280.  C»1W 
the  Way,  in  the  Old  as  well  as  in  the  New  Teftament, 
374—276.  The  Holy  One,  321,  322.  The  Juft  Ow, 
3^3t  324-  The  Prince  of  Life,  325,  336.  The  eytt- 
lading  Father,  353,  354,  The  Brightnefs  of  Glory,  47^ 
The  expreia  image  of  the  Fathor's  Perfon,  473. — 47J. 
C^ed  God,  481,  XSc.    The  Church  is  his,  34J,  441.  4S7. 


INDEX.  4^ 

1 4^8*  A|)peared  to  Abraham,  attended  by  two  aif^Is,  ii^ 
3^9'  37^*     ^^^  ^^^^  from  fitly  according  to  Xhe  blaiphe- 

s|«i7  of  Socinians,  i.  528,  529.  ii.  430,  431.  Muft  be 
God,    even  from  what  Socinians  afcribe  to  him  as  Me* 

^^uttor:  the  work  of  the  new  creation,  i.  466.  529;  of 
giving  an  underfianding  to  know  the  true  Qod,  192  ^  of 
Frovidenpe,  475,  476;    of  judgment,    402,    403.     Thej 

K.^mit  that  the  deitj  dwelt  in  him«  145  ^  that  he  knows 
ihe  thoughts,  2149  that  bapiilm  ought  to  be  adminiflered 

zi  jm.  his  name,  427  ;  that  he  is  the  laft  end,  472.  >^ 

r.  Cbriftians*^  generally  known,  in  the  apoftolic  age,  by  a 
'^riphrafis,  expreffive  of  their  being  worfliippers  of  Chrift| 

3it33S— 337- 

^       Chryfoflom^  what  maybe  inferred  from  his  language  coa» 

:  iipeming  the  dodrine  of  the  firfl  Chnftians,  ii.  340,  341. 
Clemens  Romanus  aflferts  the  dei:y  of  Chrift,  ii.  3. — 8. 

3  Clemens  jilexandrinus^  his  account  of  the  failh  and  wor« 
Aip  of  the  church,  ii.  453, — 456. 

<  Clementine  Homliis^  faid  by  Dr  P.  to  be  the  work  of  an 
(Toitarian,  ii.  240.     When  compofed,    321,    322.     Con- 

I  tain  no  proof  of  the  prevalence  of  the  Unitarian  doc- 
trine among  the  learned,  320,  \Sc*     The  pre -exigence  of 

^  the  Logos  afl*erte^  in  thjs  work,  324,  ^c.    And  the  gene- 

-    ration  of  the  Son,  ihfi. 

^        Clouds f  an  eftabliihed  fymbol  of  the  divine  prefence,  !• 

'  39^*  393*  ^"  what  fenfe  coming  in  or  with  them  is  afcri* 
bed  to  Chrift,  ibid. 

Coming  in  the  fitjh^  meaning  of  the  phrafe,  i.  169.— 177. 
Creation^  myl^ery  in  the  fcriptural  account  of  it,  acknow* 

■  Jeged  by  the  later  Jews,  i.  5.-8.  Dr  P.'s  idea  of  this 
work,^467.  According  to  him,  poflible  to  a  creature,  526, 
527.  The  work  of  Chrift,  461.— 473.  The  work  of  the 
9€^%  afcribed  to  him  by  Sociniansi  a  proof  of  his  deity  fore* 
fold  in  prophecy,  462.  Dr  P.'s  flrange  account  of  this 
work.  464,  465* 
Vol.  II.  I  i  Cypriasg 
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Cyprian  avcnn  the  wttrQiip  of  Clirift,  iL  463,  4IS3. 

Dependence  of  the  creature  on  GoJ,  not  merely  ulbiDiR, 
but  immediate,  i.  143. 

Devil,  his  esiftetice  denied  by  modem  Socinians,  i.  36; 
3M-.5-8- 

DeviU,  their  teitimony  concertiing  Chrifl,  i.  365.-36;. 

Dir>nyfius,  nf  Alexandria,  liis  account  of  the  mode  of  pt» 
ceeding  with  heretics,  51.  414,  415. 

Difcerning  o/fpirit<,  the  nature  of  this  gift,  i,  108,  ic^. 

Ducenarius,  the  nature  of  this  office,  ii.  419. 

Ebitm,t]\c  truth  of  his  extllence  proved,  ii.  48,  I3c.  w* 
an  cspofitor  of  fcripture,  38  — 60.  A  fample  of  his  w«^ 
ibid. 

Eiionilfi,  John  wrote  hia  Gofpel  efpe^ially  again&tbfm, 
accuidiog  to  Jcrom,  i.  162,  163.  The  Hebrew  Chiite* 
not  Ebionites,  ii.  41,  ^1*.  Origin  of  the  name,  47,  Ht 
The  time  of  their  appearance,  actordiiigCo  £piphaDiiu,  M- 
Accounted  heretics  by  Irenseus,  217,  t^c.  By  Juftia  M»- 
tyt,  aig.  By  TertiiUian,  211. — 3iS.  266,  267,  By  Ck- 
mens  Alesandtinus,  228,  By  Origen,  71.  229,  230.  1 
RuifiiiUa,  220,  221.  How  cliaraflerized  by  Jerom,  i:S. 
no.  Not  confidered  by  early  writers  as  Chnltians,  44- 
109.  393.  AlTerted  that  circumcifion  was  neceffary  to  fal- 
vatioti,  43,  Impofed  the  ceremonial  law  on  the  Gantilft 
43.  105.  148.  Adhered  to  the  Pharifaicai  waihiiigs, 
153. — 155.  Adopted  foine  of  the  rites  of  the  Samaritas. 
152, — 154.  In  what  fenfe  it  ia  faid  that  they  revereJ  in- 
ter as  a  god,  iltid.  Rejected  the  ApoAle  Paul  as  an  apoili 
45. 118.  Their  great  affinity  to  the  Gnoflics  in  a  vaiitlj 
of  ref[>cifb,  i.  178.  ii.  231,  iifc.  Th«ir  gofpel  different  &»» 
that  of  ihc  NaKarencs,  143. — 148.  Denied  the  iofpintM 
of  the  Old  Teflamcnt,  charging  it  with  many  falfcboodi. 
140.^ — 143.  Held  the  pre-exiflence  of  Chrifl,  240.- 
^wo  clafTts  of  them  accordingto  Origen,  71. 130.  andEofc 
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*  lius,  7i«— 74*  The  one  of  which  apoftatized  from  the  be- 
aef  pfthedivinitj  of  our  Saviour,  ibid,  and  feems  to  have 
confifted  of  degenerate  Nazarenes,  14J,  146. 

Ekefaites^  Ebionites  conneded  with  them,  ii.  154. 

Elobim^  this  term  faid  to  be  ufed  by  the  Jews  to  denote 
perfonSf  i.  1 1 . 

Emanations^  Gnofiic  doftrine  of,  held  by  Ebionites,  ii. 
038.-2  44. 

Encratites  rejeded  the  epiftles  of  Paul,  ii.  229,  230. 

Epiphanius^  a  Hebrew  Chriilian,  ii.  107.  His  account 
•of  Nazarenes,  87,  88.  Afferts  that  they  believed  Chrift 
.to  be  the  Son  of  God,  95.     His  account  of  Ebionites,  87, 

Ethiopian  Eunuch^  his  converiion,  i.  307.     His  confeflion 

.    -of  the  deity  of  Chrift,  341,  342.  ' 

Eufehius^  hb  teftimony  concerning  two  clafles  of  Ebion- 

.    ites,  one  of  which  apoftatized  from  the  faith  of  our  Savi- 

I    x)ar's   divinity,    ii.    71. — 74.     Whether  inconfiftent  with 

.    himfelf,  432.     or  felf-contradiftory,    436,    437.     Dr  P.'s 

^eagemefs  to  invalidate  his  teftimony,  i.  388.  391.  399.  438. 

The  reafon  of  this,  432.  433. 

Excommunication  ofb^etics^  how  conduced  by  the  church 
in  early  times,  ii.  411. — 414.  ^ 

Face  of  the  Lord^  one  of  the  names  of  Chrift,  i.  271,  We 

Faith  J  Chrift  the  objedl  of  it,  i.  214.  In  what  refped, 
414,-418.  Its  various  afUngs,  417,  418.  How  diftin- 
guiftied  as  to  its  objed  by  Socinians,  415. 

Fathers^  the  ufe  and  value  of  their  teftimony,  i.  8. 9. 293* 
294. 

Firmilian^  his  teftimony  concerning  the  Patripaftians,  ii. 
331,  332.     His  zeal  igainft  Paulus  Saraofatenus,  231. 

Forgiving  fin  f  the  work  of  Chrift,  and  a  proof  of  his 
tkiiyy  i.  244)  ^^* 

I  i  2  Qemahgy 
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Cttieahgy  o/Chrifl,  cut  off  from  the  Gofpel  of  Matlht* 
by  the  Ebionites,  ii-  143— 148.  From  that  of  Luke  b; 
Marcion,  147. 

Glory  of  the  Lord,  one  of  the  titks  of  ChriA,  i.  53.  S4- 
Qnoftics,  origin  of  the  name.ii.  151.  Jewiili  aDdGvnlilc, 
J34,  Some  of  their  tenets,  236.  A  great  reproach  to  tin 
Chriftian  name,  364.  Tlielr  immoral  do^iines  and  pnc- 
tices,  374. — 376-  John  did  not  mean  efpeciatly  to  oppoi 
them  in  the  iniroduflion  to  his  Gorptl,  i,  157. — 163.  No 
in  his  firft  epiflle,  163,  iJc.  Tlieir  agreement  with  EbionuQ 
in  various  relpefls,  178.  ii.  231,  ^e.  Dr  P.  endeavoumo 
fiieiv  that  the  doftrine  of  the  Trinity  partly  owed  its  ofigm 
to  (hem,  131.— 233. 

I    God,  diflingoiihed  from  all  creatures  by  certain  rriirm, 
i.  ICO.  283,  284. 

Gofpel  of  Matthew,  mutilated  and  adulterated  by  Ebitn- 
ttes,  ii.  143,  144.  Said  to  be  preferved  entire  by  Natt- 
tenes.  143.  147.  _ 

Gofpel  according  to  tie  Hebrev-s,  conjeflure  concerning  i^U 
u.  4j. 

Gufpels,  three  firfi,  contain  various  proofs  of  the  deilj  u£ 
Chrifl,j.  201,  W<r. 

Grtth  lungimge,  fo  well  known  in  Judea  that  it  is  iaid  » 
have  been  c.illed  the  vulgar,  ii.  203. 

Grolius,  altbouj^h  a  Sacinian,  fo  candid  as  to  admit  tbt 
orthodoxy  of  the  Nazarenes,  ii.  94.  147.  Thinks  tbaltbcii 
gofpel  was  entire,  147,  148. 

Bagar,  the  Angel  who  fpoke  to  her  the  Word,  accordii^ 
to  Philo  and  the  Paraphrafb,  i.  54,  35.      Her  own  £iith 

tliishead,  100. — loz. 

Heathen  viriters,  their  teilimonies  concerning  the  worfl^ 
of  Chrift,  and  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  ii,  455,  460. 4^ 
^^468.  470,  471. 
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Heaven^  fpeaiing  from^  a  proof  of  deity,  i.  I03« 
*       Hebrew  Chrijlians^  three  clafles  of  them  mentioned  by 
Origen,  ii.  161,  162.   164.   Some  of  whom  believed  the 
-     deity  of  Chrift,  1 11.— 113.     Some  who  renounced  the  ce- 
"-  remonial  law,  16 1,  162.  164. 

■5 '  Hebrews^  Epijik  to  tbe^  originally  wrote  in  Greek,  ij« 
5    ^04. 

L'  Hebrews^  Go/pel  according  to  the,  ufed  by  Chriflians  of 
•:  that  nation,  ii.  45,  Tranflated  into  Greek  by  Jerom,  146* 
^  Hege/ippuSf  not  an  Ebionite,  ii.  :(29  i^c.  His  cbarader  as 
^    an  hiflorian,  18.  22. 

Hermogenes^  a  Patripaflian  and  a  Mater ialift,  ii.  319.  Ter* 
tuUian  wrote  againft  him,  /3/^. 

Hierocies^  his  charadler  of  Chriflians,  ii.  466* 
Hofy  Oncy  Ghrift  fo  called,  i.  321,  322. 
HomuncioniteSf  thofe  who  averted  that  Chrift  was  a  mere 
tnan  thus  diflinguilhed,  ii.  277* 

I  AM^  one  of  the  titles  of  Chrift,  i.  250,  %Sc.     Equiva* 
>  lent^o  Jehovah,  279. 

1  am  bi^  the  meaning  of  this  e^cpreflion,  i.  277,  278. 
yames  the  Juftt  account  given  of  him  by  Hegefippus,  ii. 

33-— 35- 

Iconium^  council  of,  Patripaffians  condemned  in  it,  ii« 

331- 

yebovab^  this  name  not  given  to  any  creature,  i.  64,  65, 

82,  83.  iio^.  III.    Do&rine  of  the  Jews  concerning  ic,  62* 

Jeronii  his  ieal  againft  Judaifm,  ii.  So. — 82.  ,  His  good 
infornlation  concerning  the  Nazarenes,  107,  108.  Ac« 
^piainted  with  Hebrews  who  believed  the  deity  of  Chrift^ 
difiinS  from  the  Nazarenes,  1x3.  ii8,  119.  Excelled  the 
other  Fathers  in  learning,   123. 

ye/us^  the  import  of  this  name,  i.  207,  208,  331. 

Ji3  Jiwi/h 
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Jcvjifli  rehelKoa,  under  Barcbochebas,  caufe  of  it,  ii,  iptf. 
Sufferings  of  the  Jews  in  con'eqiience  of  it,  197.  Expelled 
from  Jeruffllem  and  not  fuffered  to  look  on  their  countiy, 
but  at  a  dlftance.  183. — 195. 

Je-Ms,  fomeiiraes  called  Phenicians  by  heathen  writen,  i 
23.  Acknowledge  myfteries  in  the  fcriptiiral  hJftorj-oE 
the  crearion,  5. — 8.  Their  dilGmulation  in  expounding  the 
doctrines  of  fcripture,  and  the  articles  of  their  creed,  ibU. 
93.  Their  fear  of  giving  aRy  fupport  to  Chriflianity,  the 
reafon  of  this,  8.  Believed  that  the  Melfiah  Hiould  be  ibe 
adorable  God,  9.  In  later  times  admit,  that  Jefus  was  ac- 
knowledged by  his  difcifjies,  and  that  he  declared  himfelf 
to  be  God,  501.  Dr  P.'s  fyllem  concerning  their  doSrine 
of  the  divine  unity  overthrown  by  his  own  priociples,  511. 
—523. 

Ignatius  alTerts  the  deity  of  Ghrift,  ii.  lo,  11. 

Image  of  the  Father,  Chrift  is,  i.  473. — 475. 

Immanael,  this  name  explained,  t.  I03,-^2o8, 

Indian  Bramins,  have  fome  notions  of  a  Trinity,  i.  37,  ]8. 

Infpiration  of  fcripture,  igrttratnt  of  Ebionites  and  Gdo- 
flica  in  the  denial  of  this,  ii.  250.    Denied  by  Dr  P.  ibid, 

fobn  Baptifl,  difference  between  his  charafter  and  that 
of  Jefiis,  i.  141,  142.  IJ3,  154.  318.  His  dofh-ine  concern- 
ing Jefus.i.  438.  443- 

John,  the  apoflle,  of  the  Introduflion  to  his  gofpe), 
i.  129,  Wf.  Did  not  mean  efpecially  to  oppofe  the 
Gnoftics  in  it,  158,  b'c.  but,  according  to  Jerom,  the 
Ebionites,  161,  Afferts  the  fupreme  deity  of  Chrift, 
in  the  Introdu^ion,  accordini;  to  Irenseus,  ibid.  Of  the  de- 
fign  of  his  firfl  epil<le,  163,  \Sc.  His  gofpel  faid  to  have 
been  tranflaied  into  Hebrew,  ii.  106,  107. 

fofepb,  a  Hebrew  <Jh  iftiaii,  of  whom  Epiphanius  gives 
an  account,  ii.  106. 

Irenaus,  his  leltimoiiy  c  int  erni  ii.<  t.-e  fiith  of  the  church 
univerial  concetning  Cbiilt,  ii.  6z,  63.  63,  66,     The  mu- 
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'-   ser  in  which  Dr  P.  argues  from  his  filence  with  refpeft  to 
I   Gentile  UDitarians,  315,  iif^. 

Ifraelites^  all  their  temporal  deliverances  had  a  principaL 
refpeA  to  the  Meffiah,  i.  361. 
I  •     Judas  Ifcarioty  his  treafon  no  argument  againft  the  deity 

E   of  Ghrift,  i.  5^4>  I'^S' 

z        Judgment^  committed  to  Chrift,  i.  402,  403.     A  work 

:  proper  Jto  God, /&*-i. 

:        Julian^  the  Apoftate,  his  acknowledgment  with  refpeft 
to  the  Gofpel  of  John,  and  the  dodxine  of  the  deity  of 

<    Chrift,  ii.  470,  471. 

Juft  Oncj  Chrift  fo  called,  i.  323,  3^4. 

Jufiice  ofGod^  agreement  of  Gnoftics  and  Unitarians  on 

I    thb  head,  ii.  252,  253. 

Jujlin  Martyr^  *  aflerts  the  belief  of  the  Trinity  among 
the  moft  rude  and  illiterate  Chriftians  of  his  age,  ii.  307, 
\Sc.  The  difagreement  of  Socinians  as  to  the  meaning  of 
his  language  with  refpeft  to  their  predeceflbrs  in  herefy, 
366.  Falfity  of  Dr  P.'s  inference  from  his  language,  360, 
tjfr.  Does  not  acknowledge  that  the  majority  were  Uni- 
tarians, 365,  ^yr.  Whether  he  treats  the  Ebionites  with 
refpefl,  378.     His  eftimate  of  Unitarian^,  450. 

Knowledge  -of  thoughts^  peculiar  to  God^  yet  afcribed  to 
Chrift,  i.  208. — 2  14. 

I 

La%arus,  his  rcfurreftion,  a  fign  and  evidence  of  the  divine, 
power  of  Jefus,  i.  234.  445, 

Ufe^  Chrift  fo  denominated,  i.  134,  13.5.  234.  444,  445, 

Life  in  himfelfy  in  what  fenfe  afcribed  to  the  Son,  i.  404. 
—406.  546,  547. 

Lighty  one  of  the  titles  of  Chrift,  1.  140.-^143.  In  what 
fenfe  JohnBaptift  is  called  a  light,  141,  142. 

Lindfey  (Mr)  his  attempt  to  prove  that  all  the  Fathers 
of  the  three  firft  centuries  were  Unitarians,  ii.  443.  His  ex- 
planation of  a  palTage  in  Juftin  Martyr,  366* 
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Lagos,  At^cnhcA  hy  Philo,  as  the  moft  ancient  AngeT,  dw 
Archangel  of  many  nam«,  i,  44.  Mediator  between  Go! 
and  men,  12,  13.  Eternal,  14.  Neceflarily  exiftCni,  iiil 
The  imaRe  ol  God,  of  the  fame  effence  with  him,  15.  The 
Creator  of  (he  world,  1 7 .  The  Man  of  God,  and  the  Mia 
according  to  the  image  of  God,  44.  The  Name  of  Go4 
the  Bejrinnmg,  the  Seer  of  Ifrael,  ibi/i.  The  High  Hritft, 
46.  The  Rifing  Star,  01  Day-fpring,  45.  According  t» 
Maimonides,  an  Angel,  sr,  52.     See  IVord. 

J.ordofhr>Jli,  meaning  of  this  title,  i.  317. 

Lacian,  the  heathen  phiiofopher,  his  tclfimoR j  conceinisf 
the  Chriftian  church,  ii.  466, — 470. 

Luie,  the  genealogy  cut  oiF  from  his  Gofpcl  by  Maicioa, 
H.  147-  I 

Maimonidts,  his  doflrinc  concerning  myfiery,  \.  5. — 8.        ' 

MiilcbioJi,  ttie  profecutorof  Paulus  Samofatenus,  wheiiia    i 
B&u'rtted  by  refentment  agHioIl  him,  ii.  433,  423.  I 

Marcellus,  according  to  Dr  P.,  held  the  doctrine  of  vect-  \ 
JtoRul perjonaliiy,  i.  39.     Some  account  of  him,  ii,  338,— 
340.  433,  4.34.  I 

Marcion,  his  charafter  and  doflrine,  ii.  375.  Cut  off  the 
geneilogy  from  th.  Gofpel  of  Luke,  147. 

Martha,  the  weaknefe  of  her  faith,  i.  5.  234.  Chrift  re- 
quires an  higher  exL-rcife  of  it,  334.  She  at  length  profef- 
fea  her  faith  in  him  as  the  Life,  443. — 445. 

MiUerial  doflrine,  its  tendency  with  refpeft  to  the  divine 
nature,  i,  549,  550. 

Mediator,  one  in  this  charafter  delired  by  the  people  of 
Ifcael,  and  their  defire  approved  by  God,  i.  496,  i^e. 

J\/«//to  afcribed  bodily  parts  to  the  deity,  11.318.  K» 
teflicnony  concerning  the  worlbip  of  Chriilians,  453, 

Memra.     Sec  Word. 

M'ffiab,  according  to  the  later  Jews,  fits  on  the  ri^ 
band  of  Cod,  i,  79.    la  tbc  Name  of  the  Lord,  81.    The 
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■^  Branch,  titJ.  Called  Jehovah,  82.  At  the  fame  time  a 
^  prophet  to  all  the  earth,  86.  Makes  atonement,  and  recory- 
3  (riles  the  Father,  87.  Not  mere  man,  87,  88.  The  adorable 
■  God,  according  to  the  Jews,  in  the  time  of  Juftin  Martyr, 
s  p.;  although  fome  of  them  called  this  in  queftion,  83,  84. 
E  The  primary  defign,  both  of  our  Lord  and  of  his  apoftles,  to 
=  prove  that  this  charafter  belonged  to  him,  202,  203.  235, 
a  436.     The  propriety  of  this  conduA,  295,  i^c. 

Metatron^  the  angel,  what  is  afcribed  to  him  by  the  later 
Jews,  i.  66, — 69. 
=       Michael  feems  to  be  the  uncreated  Angel,  i.  113  —115^ 
Jlflfi^  o/'f A^?w,  fenfe  of  thb  phrafe,  as  ufed   with  refpeft 
*i   to  the  divine  prefence  under  both  Teftaments,  i.  232. — 255. 
Mi/lennfumtheld  by  Ebionites,  in  what  fenfe,  ii.  151,  152. 
MilttadeSf  in  his  writings,  taught  the  divinity  of  Chrift^ 
ii.  386. 

Minaeiy  Nazarenes  fo  called,  ii.  77.  124. 
Minim^  fenfe  of  this  term,  as  ufed  by  Tew«,  11,  114. 
;         Minucius  Felix  acknowledges  Ghriil  as  the  object  of  wor<» 
ibip,  ii.  4j8. 

Miracles^  of  Chrift,  a  proof  of  his  deity,  1.   224,  \Sc. 
Thofe  of  the  difciples  wrought  in  a  very  different  manner, 
.     a28,  \£c. 

Miraculous  Conception^  the  do£trine  of  the  church  univer- 
fal  in  primitive  times,  ii.  62,  67^,  66,  Seems  to  have  been 
believed  by  none,  in  the  time  of  Jerom,  who  denied  the 
d-iry  of  Chrift,  iii.— ii3,  Rejcfted  by  reafon  of  its  ap- 
parent  impoffibihty,  238.  All  who  denied  this  dodlrine 
excluded  from  the  church  in  early  ai»cs,  269,  i^c. 

Monarchijls^  the  followers  of  Praxeas  fo  called,  ii.  278, 

Montani^s,  two  kinds  of  them,  ii.  301. 
Morals^   Dr  P/s   principles  on  this  head,  li.  169. — 172. 
'a32, 233.  Their  ncceflUry  connexion  with  Faith,  i.  5  52.  iSc. 

Mordccat, 


Name  o/CBrift,  what  is  meant  by  this  lang 
tiff.  414.  415- 

Name  of  God,  often  denotes  his  attributes,  i 
himfelf,  3i6,    The  Word,  according  to  Philo, 

Name's  fair,  the  meaning  of  this  expreflion, 

Natbanatl,  his  confcffion,  i.  436.-438. 

Nazarenei,  Chriflians  in  general  thus  den 
Jews,  ii.  82,  83.  117.  119,  170. 

Nazarertet,  (a  particular  fed),  dtftinguiflied 
ites  by  Jerom,  ii.  75.  108,  tifc. ;  by  Epiphan 
by  Angultine,  98,  ^c.  Believed  the  deity  o 
76.  9j.  100.  Ill)  112.  This  admitted  by  Groi 
Their 'hatred  of  the  Phaiifees,  114,— ^117.  To 
to  themfelves,  121,  112.  Seem  to  be  defcril 
Martyr,  133,-  tjc.  Did  not  force  the  law  on  C 
no.  148,  149.  llieir  gofpel  different  in  vai 
from  that  of  the  Ebionites,  II43. — 14S.  Eztr 
no,  III.  Sample  of  their  comments  on  fcri[ 
116. 

Nehmanni,  R.'Mo/ts,  his  remarkable  tcftimi 
ing  the  Angel  of  the  l^rd,  i.  70. 

Nevi,  doctrines  often  fo  called  by  early  vr 
thev  fimpiv  mean  that  they  were  heretical,  ii. 
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Ntyoatian^  his  slrgument  for  the  truth  of  the  Trinitariax^ 
oftrine,  ii«  304,  305.     Account  of  Unitarians,  382. 

Only-begotten^  the  meaning  of  this  charafter,  i.  155.— 
57*  How  explained  bjMaximus  Taurinenfis,  ii.  268, 269. 

Origefti  acknowledges  three  clafl*es  of  Chriftian  Hebrews^ 
.•  1619  162.  His  dodrine  concerning  the  fubferviencj  of 
mth  to  utilitj^  169.  Aflerts  that  Chrift  was  worlhipped 
jr  the  church  in  general,  459,  460. 

Orpheus  aflerted  a  Trinitj,  i.  25^ 

Papiasy  the  charader  given  of  him  bj  the  ancients,  ii. 
;Oy  21. 

Paraclete^  dodrine  of  the  Montanifls  concerning  him,  ii^ 

|02. 

Paraphrafe  on  the  law,  afcribed  to  Jonathan  Ben  Uzziel^ 
iot  written  by  him,  i.  60,  61. 

PatriarchSf  their  religion  a  fyftem  of  idolatry,  according 
:o  the  Socinian  hjpothefis,  i.  100. — 106. 

PatripaJJians^  their  dodrine,  ii,  329.  Accounted  heretics, 
md  excluded  from  the  church  before  the  Cyprian ic  age, 
^65. 

Paulf  the  Apoftle,  his  converfion  affords  convincing  evi- 
lence  of  the  divinity  of  Chrifi,  i.  342.  Preached  this  doc* 
:rine,  343,  344.     Rejeded  by  Ebionites,  ii.  45.  118. 

Paulianijlsy  the  followers  of  Paul  us  Samofatenus  £b  called^ 
ii.  333.  It  was  ordained  that  they  (hould  be  rebaptized, 
upon  their  return  to  the  church,  415,  416. 

Paului  Samofatenus  rejected  the  hymns  in  honour  of 
Chrifl,  ii.  396.  His  charafter,  396,  397.  425,  426.  Dupli- 
city with  refpeft  to  his  principles,  423,  Excommunication, 

415*  ^^• 

Pellai^  when  the  believing  Hebrews  returned  from  this 

j^lace,  ii.  193,  \£c. 

Penga^  its  fituation,  ii.  36,  37. 

Peraiicif  the  origin  of  this  name,  ii.  36,  37. 

Per/onalitj, 


PirfoneJlty,  occafional,  the  doflrme  of,  falfclj  afcribtd  (• 
Philo,  i  28,  i^e  Di  P.'s  fJf  contradiaion  on  thispoiDl,iL 
475»  Calltd  Philofupliicai  Uniwrianifm,  i.  36.  Reckood 
hy  Dr  P.  nowifo  adverfc  to  fcnpturc,  37. 

i'erfoiiification,  how  ufed  as  a  &j>urc  io  fcriptare,  1.  I14> 
— lafi. 

Peter,  his  confcflions  of  Chrift,  1.431—436.  HisdeiuJ 
no  argument  agaiaft  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  513, 

Peter,  Triivels  of,  fubftantially  the  fame  work  with  llw 
Clementines,  ti.  153. 

Piarifees  not  able  to  anfwer  Chrift,  i.  3,  4.  WbcMC 
til  is  proceeded,  gi,  Irnitaced  by  Ebionitcs,  ii,  114.  iji. 
— 154.  Hated  by  N^zareaes,  114. — 117.  Hated  ihem, 
■J17. 

Phihfirius  does  not  charge  the  r^azarenes  with  any  he- 
rcfy  concerning  the  perfon  of  Chrift,  11.  loa. 

Pbilifi,  the  Evangelifl,  preached  the  divinity  of  ChtiS, 

Phiio  did  nnt  borrow  his  doiflrine  of  the  Logos  fron 
Plato,  i.  18. — 18.  His  doflrine  concerning  angeb,  4i.~44. 
Afcribes  all  the  fcriptural  ch?railers  of  Meffiah  to  the  L&. 
gos,  44. — 48.  Afcribes  the  whole  work,  of  Providence  to 
him,  469,  470. 

PUloJophical  Un!tarmni/m,  as  defcribcd  by  Dr  P.,  i.  36. 
ii.  341^ 

Pbttinas,  his  charafler,  ii.  419.  Succefs  in  perverung 
his  |ieople,  j'iii^.  This  circumrtance  accounted  for,  433.  Vh 
followers  confidered  as  excommuntcated,  427. 

Pholinians  excluded  from  the  toleration  granted  by  Gca- 
tiar.  ii,  4'^i- 

Plirygums,  their  doflrinc,  ii.  301.  331 . 
PJlitte,  h\i  alarm  at  hearing  that  Chrifl  called  himfcif  ti» 
Son  of  God,   i.  396.     His  letter  to  Xibsrius  conceminj 
Chrift,  ii.  465. 
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filhr  of  cloud  and Jire^  a  type  of  Chrift,  L  146.  151. 
^    .  Plato  feems  to  have  borrowed  from  the  Hebrews,  i.  21. 
~  ^*-24.  Owns  himfelf  a  debtor  to  tradition,  22,  23. 

Pleronia^  Gnoftic  docirine  of,  materially  adopted  by  Uni- 
tarians, ii.  242. 
^'      Pliny^  his  account  of  the  worfliip  of  Chrift,  ii.  394,  395. 

397-398. 
Plurality^  in  the  divine  effence,  Socinians  will  be  pleafed 

with  no  proofs  of  this  that  would  not  prove  a  plurality  of 

-  gods,  i.  4y4.     A  plurality  virtually  granted  by  theiiilelves, 

38.— 41. 

PraxeaSy  fome  particulars  concerning  him,  ii.  281,  6*f. 

^  Held  the  Supreme  deity  of  the  Son,  303. 

J       Poly  car py  a  believer  in  the  deity  of  Chrifl,  ii.  8. — lo. 

Prayer^  Chrift  the  objeft  of  it,  i.  ^'^^^  ^c»  503.  527.— 

=  ^34 

Prefence^  of  God,  the  meaning  of  this  term,  i.  271.—^ 

:   274. 

Prieftley  fDrJ^  once  a  Trinitarian,  ii.  382.     The  evi- 
j  4ence,  contained  in  bis  Hiftory,  reckoned  infufficient   by 
g    his  own  friends,  382,383.     The  rule  by  which  he  judges 
.    of  evidence,  383.-385.    His  felf-contradidion  with  regard 
^   to  the  honours  of  deity,  395,  396. ;  and  alfo  as  to  the  doc- 
trine of  Plato,  i.  29 ;    the  teftimony  of  Juftin  Martyr,  ii. 
.;    366.;  of  Eufebius,  437.;  and  the  great  refpeB  with  which 
ilnitarians  are  faid  to  have  been  treated^  409,  410.    Incon- 
fiftency  of  his  reafoning,  442.    The  tendency  of  his  fcheme. 

Prince  ofLlfe^  one  of  the  titles  of  Chrift,  how  to  be  un^ 
4erftood,  i.  325,  326. 

Prophets^  their  work  to  fow,  1.  306,  307. 
>Promdencey  afcribed  to  Chrift,  i.  475,  476. 
l^falms  and  Hymns f  written  by  the  faithful  from  the  be- 
ginning, 


iUgtneratton,  (t  divine  work,  i.  404. 
RffurreSion  ofCbrifl,  a  prosf  of  his  deitj, 
Right  band  of  Cod,  tbe  meanuig  of  ebb 
ufed  with  refped  to  Chrift,  L  334.  391,  3()2. 

Saielliaas,  their  principal  f«at  in  Pentapolis 
Their  doarinc,  357,3^8. 

SabtUiui,  his  exconiinumcation,  ii.  414,  41 
Sadduttet,  dofirine  of  Materialifm  derived 

333- 

Sampfaeans,  Ebionites  conncAed  with  then 
SanchoniatboH,  in  hb  Phenician  hiAory,  I 

the  Jewifli  theology,  i.  26,  37. 

Scripture,  if  given  by  God,  muft  be  fnppol 

to  ordiaary  capacities,  i.  350,  351. 

Secret  di/cipline,  of  the  church,  what  fo  calle 
Sepbirotb,  dodnne  of  the  Jewj  cooceming, 
Sbadai,  Jewilh  dodrine  concerning  thisnai 
Sbecbinah,  the  iacarnsite  Word,  dwelling  ar 

antitype  of  this,  i.  146.     Said  bj  ^e  Jews 

for  three  years  and  a  half  on  the  Monnt  of  O 
Stmton,  his  faith  coAcemiag  Chrift,  i.  117, 
Siaion  Ma^us,  his  doStine  accounted  the  f 
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mnians,  as  to  their  interpretation  of  the  Introdu&ion  to  the 
Crofpel  of  John,  i.  135. — 137. 

Smyrna^  Epiftle  of  this  church,  fhews  that  Polycarp  and 
his  people  were  worihippers  of  Chrift,  ii.  444, 445. 

Socinians^  their  extreme  verfatility  as  expofitors,  1.  345, 
346.  489.  502,  503.  Their  fliufflmg,  212,  213.  509.  Their 
Lnconfiftency,  427,  428.  ii.  468.  Their  mode  of  interpre- 
^ng  fcripture  contrary  to  reafon,  i.  350.  351.  The  nature 
of  their  faith,  328.  They  have  changed  their  objedl  of 
^vorihipy  190,  191,  413.  '  The  amount  of  all  their  high- 
Cbunding  afcriptions  to  Chrift,  251,  252.  Why  they  rejeft 
Khe  myftery  of  godlinefe,  ii.  387.  Their  dodtrine,  if  true, 
"Vould  prove  that  Jefus  was  not  faithful  as  Mediator,  i.  374, 

375*  38^*  38^*  397*  They  facrifice  the  unity  of  the  Sa- 
'viour,  330,  331.  Refufe  any  proof  of  the  deity  of  the  Son, 
"but  what  would  dcftroy  the  unity  of  the  divine  nature,  242, 
Their  conformity  to  the  church  of  Rome,  256,  257. 
339.  340.  In  reafoning  againll  the  deity  of  Chrift,  they 
borrow  their  arguments  from  unbelieving  Jews,  62.  65.  ii. 
370. ;  from  Deifts,  41.  47,  48.  54.  60,  6i.  96.;  from  hea- 
thens,  i.  515,  516.  Have  folemnly  acknowledged  their  re- 
lation to  Mahomet,  59.  Their  fcheme  founded  on  falfe- 
Lood,  493, 494. ;  felf-contradidory,  213.  *,  converts  fcripture 
into  the  language  of  abfurdity,  5 it.;  leads  to  fcefticifm, 
352. ;  to  Deifm,  467.  ii.  250.  borders  on  Atheifm,  i.  467^ 

Socinusj  his  fentiments  concerning  thofe  who  deny  that 
Chrift  is  the  objeft  of  worftiip,  i.  412. 

SocrcUes^  the  hiftorian,  vindicated,  ii.  434. 

Son  ofGod^  thb  expreflion  not  of  the  fame  import  with 
the  Chrift,  i.  388,  is'c.  431. — 436. 

Son  of  Many  the  meaning  of  this  defignation,  ii.  33«-— 35* 

So%omen  vindicated,  ii.  433,  434. 

Speaker^  tbe^  a  defignation  of  Chrift,  i.^26i.  278. 

Spirit 
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Spirit  tf  God,  bearing  wJtners  to  Clirifl,  i.  30J 
Spirit  (.f  Chiift,  Hid.  Poured  out  by  hun,  3JO — JM 
a  llfiking  proof  of  hU  deity,  liid. 

Spirit  ofhoJim/t,  denotes  the  iliviiie  nature  of  Chrif 

Stifii>eit,  the  protomanyr,  a  worfiiipper  of  Jeiiis,  i-  i 

— 34»- 

Siilpiciut  SevfTtti,  hi»  teflimony  coacerciog  the  &id 
Hebrew  ChnltUns,  li.  17a. — 178. 

Swearing,  the  Jtwilh  mode  of,  i.  l6j.  387, 

Symmacbia'ii,  tlie  account  given  of  thejn  by  Aoitin, 
p^, — !)S.  nil,  ti').;  by  Ambrofe,  97.  Sdid  to  derive  ll 
Otif^in  t^^rom  the  Pltanfe-^s,  ibid. 

SymmacIiKs,  his  chariiaer,  ii.  39,  40.  A  MS.  wotV 
hU  oil  all  tlie  books  of  the  Old  Tclldment  faid  to  be 
extant,  141,  i^S. 

S^riact^t  New  Teflament  faid. to  hare  been  early tr 
Lited  into  tbit  langoage,  ii.  33. 

latian  fpeaks  of  the  belief  of  die  deity  of  Chrift  as  % 
r3l  among  Ghiifliaiis,  ii.  453. 

Terluli.an,  the  motive  afcribed  to  bim  in  writing  ig: 
Praxras,  ii.  jtfi.  Afflru  that  Chrifl  was  generally  ad 
in  his  time,  456, — 458. 

"pitodoret,  ]>L>  teHimouy  concerning  the  Nazuene! 

101. 

Tbeadatiao  herejy,  in  what  fenfe-  s  branch  of  thit  ol 

^beii4otto>i,Ac  tranflator,  fome  account  of  him,  11.3; 

7heodalMi,  the  iurrier,  feenis  to  have  been  the  firtt ' 
tilf  who  avowed  the  princi)>le?  called  Unitarian,  ii.  ■■ 
thciefi;re  dcfigned  ifae  leader  and  parent  of  this  afxil 
391.  OccaGon  of  his  apoftacy,  393.  408.  lizcoiui 
caied  by  VidoF}  387.  39^. 
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TbeoJotut,  tbt  Siherfmitb,  a  follower  of  Montanus,  ii, 
3C0,  301. 

TbeopbiluSf  of  Antioch,  afTerts  the  doftrine  of  the  Trir 
aity,  ii.  452.     Wrote  agaioft  Hermogenes,  319. 

Thomasy  his  confeffion^i.  514. 

Thoughts^  the  knovileige  o/^peculiar  to  God,  yet  afcribed 
to  Chrift,  i.  208.— 214. 

^oland^  his  plan  of  reafomng  againft  Chriftianity  in  ge- 
neral  adopted  by  Dr  P.,  in  oppofing  the  doftrine  of  the 
deity  of  Chrift,  ii.  41.  47,  48.  54.  60,  61.  96. 

Trinitarians^  all  the  early  writers  that  have  come  down 
to  us,  except  one,  according  to  the  conceffion  of  Dr  P.,  ii, 
321. 

Trinity y  materiaily  taught  by  Philp,  i. -15.  By  other 
Jews,  73. — 78.  Hints  of  this  doftrine  in  the  writings  of 
heartiens,  24.-^28.  No  contradiftion,  534. — 547.  The 
ufe  of  this  doftrine,  551,  4s'c,  Influence  of  the  belief  of  it 
as  to  morals,  563.-567. 

Tryphoy  the  Jew,  admits  that  it  was  only  a  matter  of 
queftion  among  the  Jews  of  his  age,  whether  the  Meffiah 
fliould  be  the  objedl  of  wprfhip,  i.  83,  84.  And  thar  Jefus 
was  worihipped  by  Chriftians,  ii.  451.  ,  s 

Valefiusy  his  obfervation  concerning  the  writings  of  He- 
gefippus  confidered,  ii.  20,  21. 

ViElor^  bifiiop  of  Rome,  excommunicated  Theodotus,  ii. 
387.  399.  408  ;  merely  for  his  heretical  doftrine,  4C0.-— 
.402.     His  orthodoxy  vindicated,  401. — 404. 

Vincentiui  Lirinenjis^  his  teftimony  concerning  Photinus, 
ii.  429,  430. 

Unity  y  of  the  Father  and  Son^  of  w^hat  kind  it  is,  i.  376. 

—387- 

•  ■,  of  the  divine  nature^  faid  by  the  Jews  to  be  fo  pe- 

culiar, that  there  is  nothing  fimilar  to  it,  i.  77,   78.     Moft 
perfeftly  illuftrated  by  the  doftrine  of  the  Trinity,  562. 
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l/tiity,  c/rle  Saviour,  as  cmph&lic^tly  declared  la  1! 
tare  as  the  imiiy  of  God,  i.  330,  331. 

— ^,  0/ ll>e eiurei,\n  p*imi[ivc  times,  11.61,63,  6s,6i. 
Teflimony  of  Clemeiu  Alesandrinuson  thb  head, .] 53. 454.    , 

Unitariant,  andenty  claimed  the  higheft  antiquity,  ii.  386. 
The  injiiftice  of  this  claim,  364,  2t5j,  386,387.  Contn. 
difted  one  another,  436.     See  Soriniant, 

I'oice  aftbt  Lard  God,  a  perton,  i.  53. 

Way,  Chrillfo  calkdin  both  TcftamcnU,  i.  374. — 176. 

W.idom,  book  uf,  extract  from,  i.  126. 

WifdMi  of  God,  Chtifl,  i.  121  —134. 

Word,  deft:ribcd  by  the  Chaldee  Parapliralls  as  Jehoval^ 
i.  54,  55.1  as  Mediator,  55.;  as  making  atonement,  j6.; 
as  the  only-begotten,  38.}  as  an  Angel,  61.  Chriit  tliu 
denominattfd  in  the  Old  Teftamcnt,  117. — 122.;  in  the 
New,  195. — 300.  'lliis  term,  as  ufed  by  John,  denotes  a 
pcrfon,  and  not  an  attribute,  130,  <ia-c.  The  Word  that 
came  to  the  prophets  underflood  by  Otigen  to  be  tbe  Soa 
of  God,  ii.  35  [.  What  be  means  i>y  the  trut  Word  in  the 
open  hea.ven,  353.— 354.     See  Logos  and  Cbrijl, 

Word  of  grace,  tbe  meaning  of  this  deAgnation,  i,  198. 

Word  of  lift,  Chrift  fo  denominated,  1.  134,  ^c. 

Worfbip,  external  and  internal,  i.,552,  553.  Internal 
ivorlbip  twofold,  ibid, 

— ■•  '  ■■  of  Cbrijl,  divine,  i.  314,  215.  409,-~-4i3.  476 
481.  ii.  377.  Accepted  by  him,  321. — 233.  Objeded  to 
Chriftians  at  a  very  early  period,  ii.  444.  Juftin  Martjr 
avows  this  worfhip,  .445.— 447.  Proved  by  the  leftimo- 
nies  of  various  heathen  writers,  of  Gelfus,  439,  460  ;  Uie- 
Tocles,  466.  ^Lucian,  466. — 468.  -,   Julian,  470,  471. 

Zenoiia,  inclined  to  Judufm,  ii.  418,  419.  Paulus  S»- 
mofatenus  in  her  intereft,  ibid. 
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